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SECTION I. 


Concerning the Fallacies contained in 4 
Dr. Waterland's Book. 


e E Fallacies contain d in Dr. 
Ade, 5 Vs Bock, are either ſuch as run 
- Jay Fl thro' the whole Book; or. ſuch 
| þ| T (xe as only do relate to ſome mo 
14 FC cular Chapter of it. 
ot the firſt Sort are theſe : 
i/t. The firſt Fallacy which runs thro? his 
whole Book is this; that even when he is diſ- 
A 2 courſing 
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Ca) 
courſing of - the-Sentiments or the eAnte-ni- 
| cent Fathers, He uſes the Word mpeſtaſis in 
| the moaern Senſe,” as euch a 1 not 
| Subſlance; and ſometimes ſpeaks diſtinctly 
olf an M poſtaſis or Perſon ; whereas the con- 
ſtant Import of the Word in all theſe Wri- 
ters till after the Nicene Council, is that of a 
fingular rwiſtent Subſtance, ds hath been fully 
proved beſore. HA 
3/8. Hence it follows, that 4s . and 
vo se % Te yuam, muſt in the Ante-Nicene 
Fathers always ſignify two exiſtent Subſtan- 
ces; and m' main! beer, things differing in 
Sulſtance; So that it is impoſſible, according to 
the primitive Import of this Word Hypoſtaſis, 
for three H [ky to be in one aumerical 
Subſtance ; That being to be three Subſtances 
in Number, and yet but one. 
- -24ty:- Seeing it is certain, that each divine 
Perſon is a whole real Hypoſtaſis or Subſtance 
and that the Son and Holy Ghoſt are not, (as 
. Tertuilian's Paraclete had taught him,) Parts 
or Port ions of God; Hence it follows, that 
/ three divine Perſons really diſtin, muſt have 
. three diſtinct Eſſences, or Subſtances. For if 
they be only madally diſtinct, they cannot 
really be ſo; any more than a Man ſitt ing is 
-yeally. diſtinct from himſelf when ſfandiung; 
ſeeing a Modus hath nothing real in it. If, 
as the Dr. faith, by @ perſonal Diſtinction they 
ao not mean a modal, but à real one, there 
muſt be ſomething real in one ferſonal God, 
| VEN which 
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which is not in another: Whereas Baronius in 
his Theologia Aucillans lays down this Propo- 
ſition, that * Sub/itentia ſive Perſonalitas Pa- 
© tris (idem de Filii & Spiritus Sancti Hypo- 
ſtaſi dicatur) non differt ab ejus eſſentia ullo 
genere realis diverſitatis, neque tantum res 
a re, neque tanquam modus a re, fed dif- 
fert ſola diſtinctione Rationis. 1. e. that the 
Perſonality of the Father, Son and Holy Ghoſt, 

| differs not from their Eſſence in any kind of \ I 

| real Difference, neither as one thing from 

another thing, nor as a Mode from a Thing, 

but it differs only by a Diſtinctio rations. 

Now this He proves by theſe three Reaſons. ? 

(1.) That guicquid eft in Deo eſt ipſe Deus; LL 

that is, . whatſoever is in God, is God himſelf, 

and therefore cannot differ from him in Truth 

and Reality. 24h, Becauſe if the Perſon of 

the Father (add, or of the Son) were really 
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diſtinct from their Subſtance, God would not 
p be, ens ſumme ſimplex, ſince ſuch Simplicit 
s | -excludes all real Compoſition. 34dly. Becau 
t neither the Deity, nor any thing in it can be 
e | areal Part of any thing, fince every Part is 
f incomplete, and leſs perfect than the whole.. 


adh. A Second Fallacy which runs thro? 
his whole Book is this, that He ſpeaks of Ef- " 
ſence, Subſtance, Being, as real things abſtra- 
ted from, or without Conſideration of, or 
Relation to the Subject of which they are pre- 
dicated, and without which they neither do, 
nor can exiſt. For whatſoever truly doth ex- 
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C62) 
iſt, is ent ſingulare, a numerical Eſſence, or one 

ia number; and if it be an intelligent Agent, 
it is one intelligent Perſon, and no more; for 
there is no intelligent Subſtance hut what is 
fingular and numerically one, no active intelli- 
gent Being but what is perſonal : When there- 
fore He ſpeaks of Being, Subſtance, Eſſence, or 
Nature; abſtracted from the Perſon whoſe Be- 
ing, Subſtance, c. it is, this is to make it only 
an ers ration, a Creature of the Brain. 
This all Logiciaus know, that * quicqurd reve- 
ra eſt, exiſtit; quicquid exiſtit, eſt indivi- 
duum vel ens particulare; * whatſoever tru- 
Iy is, exit; and whatſoever exiſts is an In- 
ai vidual, or particular Being, and that, non 
© datur univeriale extra particularia, thert 
is 9 real Being which is not particular. 
Now hence it follows, that there is no 
n Ne Or s Kim, but in @ ſingular exiſtent 
God; ud intelligent Agent which is not à Per- 
ſon; and conſequently that thete can be no 
Communication of a diuise Iutelligent Sub- 
ſtance eſſemtially and neceſſarily perſanal, (as the 
Subſtance of the Father is) without Commu- 
nication of the Perſon whole that Subſtance is ; 
and that the Word Goa in Scripture, if it doth 
not ligniſy that Pe: ſan who is God, it ſignifies 
not God at all, ſeeing there neither is nor can 
be any God who is not an Intelligent Agent. 
For how can we truſt in him who is no A- 
gent, or pray to him who is not an Intelligent 


Agent ? Lou therefore may as * 
| 2 | talk 
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14 
talk of communicating Humanity without 
communicating an human Perſon, as of com- 
municating the di uine Subſtance without com- 
municating that Perſox, whoſe that | Szb/tance 
is; or of communicating the very, ſame Ha- 
manity which is in one Perſon, to another dit- 
ferent Perſon, as of communicating another 
perſonal Efence in the Deity, by communica- 
ting one and the {ome perſonal Eſſence; and 
you may as reaſonably fay, that there are 
more Perſons in one human Eſſence, as you 
can ſay that there ate ſo in one divine. | 

3dly, A third Fallacy which runs thro? his 
whole Book, and ſpoils all his Arguments 
from Scripture, - is this, that He ſays, The 
Scriptures aſſert only an Unity of Eſſence. or 
Subſtance in God, but not an Unity of Perſon ; 
whereas they, expreſly ſpeak always of a 
Perſon, and therefore muſt mean only that 
Perſon of whom they ſpeak; and alſo muſt 
exclude all other Perſons as well as Beings, 
from being what He is, who there declares 
himſelf to be alone But in this I have been 
happily prevented by the modeſt Plea, Anſw. 
to Query the 1ſt, and by the Aunſwer #0 R. M. 
from p. 32, to p. 38. i 

4thly. As a Parallel to thoſe Objections 
which render his Scheme unintellegible, and 
liable to many inexplicable Difficulties, and 
inſoluble ObjeQtions 3 Dr. W. inſiſts frequent- 
ly upon the Manner in which the divine Eſ- 


ence is Omnipreſent, and filleth all things, 3 
the 
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'6, + 0s 
the divine Preſtience foreſeeth all things con- 
ſiſtently with human Freedom; never con- 
fidering that tho? we are obliged to believe 
that God is Omnipreſent, - and knoweth all 
things, even future Contingencies, we are un- 
der no Obligation to believe how He is, or 
how He doth ſo ; nor can this be the Object 
of divine Faith, becauſe it is not revealed. 
Let him then be ſo juſt, as only to require us 
to believe that the Father and Son are each of 
them God, and that they are s, unum in 
ſome Senſe or other, without making it neceſ- 
fary to define in what one ſingle particular 
Senſe they are ſo; and that the Son, was begot- 
ten of the Father aringegros uu 
unſpeakably, and - inconceivably, and in a 
Manner unrevealed; and let him not re- 
quire us to believe how He was begot- 
ten, whether by Communication of the nu- 
merical Eſſence of the Father to him, 
(which, being the only Eltence which the 
Father had, muſt be the only Eſſence which 
He could communicate, and yet of this Com- 
munication the Scripture hath not ſaid one 
Word,) Or whether he was begotten in any 
other Way, which may be deem'd more. pro- 
bable by ſome. Let him only require us to 
believe what the Scriptures have taught us of 
the Incarnation, that the Word was made 
Fleſh, was made i d ,] d v3 pm, in the 
Likeneſs of Men, Je. wichout adding to 


the Scripture that ion; Umm, which, faith 
Theodoret 
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Tbeodbret, is ſuperfluous and un knoum to tbe 
ant ient Fathers ; und then the Inference wil! 
be this, that we are no more obliged to be- 
lieve the particular Manner, How theſe things 
were done, than we are to believe the Man- 
ner, how God is Omniſcient and Omnipreſent. 
And 'twill follow too, that we cannot receive 
them as Articles of Faith, in his Senſe ; much 
leſs as neceſſary Articles of Chriſtian Faith, be- 
cauſe they are not revealed in that Scripture 
which is our only Rule of Faith 
And now I ſhall proceed to ſhew, that his 
whole Scheme, his capital Aſertions which run 
thro' his whole Book, are evidently falſe; and 
full of Contradiftions and groſs Abſurdities, 
deſtructive of ſome Articles of Chriſtian 
4 BF Faith, and of ſome conſiderable Parts of our 
Devotion. 5 | | 33 66814 
t | 1/7, To mike this evident I ſhall ff lay 
down ſome of the principal Aſſertions upon 
„ BE which his whole Scheme depends. oi - 
h 2dly, I will lay down ſome Poſtulata or Pro- 
| poſitions confirmed by the cleareſt Evidence 
of Reaſon. And, Shan aroma: 
* 3dly. From them ſhall demonſtrate the 
y Falſhood, and the manifold Abſurdities con- 
- MF fained in, or following from his Scheme. 
w His firſt Aſſertion is this, That it is very ma- 
f nifeſt that Chrift is the ſame with the one ſu- 
le preme God, p. 7. And again, He is the ſame 
© WF /upreme God, that is, He is Partaker of tbe 
0 ame undivided Godbead, ibid. that he is com- 

| B Frehended 
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620) 55 
fre hended in the one ſupreme God, is one 
with him, p. 11. thut the Son 1s another, 
but the ſame God with the Father, p. 25. the 
Father and the Son are one and the ſame God, 
p. 35. Chriſt is not excluded from being the 
one Supreme God in Conjunct ion with the Fa- 
ther, p. 46. The three divine Perſons being 
one in Nature, one in Knowledge, in Pre- 
ſexce, in Operation, and Energy, p. 333. Each 
divine Perſon is an individual intelligent A. 
2 but as ſulſit ing in one undivided Sub- 


- 


ance, they are all together, in that Reſpect, 
bat one mndivided intelligent Agent, p. 330. 

His 24, Aſſertion is, that the ſupreme God 
is more Perſons than one ; that the Jeho- 
va it revealed to be more Perſons than one, 
and that there are more Perſons than one in 
the one God, p. 331, 349, &c. R 
The Propoſitions which I lay down, for 
the demonſtrating the Falſbood of theſe Aſſer- 
tions, are theſe: 8 | 
Propoſition the (iſt.) That the firſt and 
ſelFexiſtent Cauſe is an all- perfect Being, is 
unoriginated, underived from and i | 
dent on any; and that He alone is the Fa- 
ther; For to us Chriſtians there is one God 
(only) even the Father, & &, from whom are 
| all things, 1 Cor. viii. 6. 
ah. That this God is neceſſarily and eſſen- 
tially one in Nature, Eſſence, and Subſtance, 
and no more; For God # owe, Gal. iii, 20. 
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n | 
3dly. That He is eſſentially and neceſſarily 
one intelligent Being and Agent, and no 


4 by. That an intelligent Agent is a Per- 
ſon, there being in Nature no other intelligible- 
Notion of a Perſon. r 

5thly.. That the Communication of the E- 
ſence, or Subſtance of a Being who is eſſenti- 
ally and neceſſarily a Perſon, muſt be the Com- 
munication of a perſonal Eſſence, that being 
the only Eflence which He has. A MESH 

6thly. That an exiſtent Eſſence nnoriginateg, 
underiuod, unbegotten, cannot be the ſame nu» 
merically with a Subſtance or Eſſence origi- 
nated, derived, and begotten ; becauſe both 
Parts of a Contradiction, cannot be true. 

7thly. That there can be only one Perſon 
in the ſame intelligent exiftent Eſſence; be- 
cauſe He being one intelligent exiſtent Ei- 
ſence and no more, He muſt be one numerical 
Perſoz and no more. ; 

8:bly. That what till continues in the ſame 
Perſon as it always was, without any Change, 
cannot be communicated to another ; much 
leſs to one who is nat another, 

9thly. That which is a poſitive, real, eſſential, 
and neceſſary Perfection of the firſt Cauſe, or 
ſelf· exiſtent Agent, cannot be communicated 
to one who is not the firſt Cauſe or felFexilt- 
ent Agent; becaule eſſential Properties can- 
not be communicated without the Subjef. 


B 2 ö 10thly, 


— —ͤ— 


„ 

10tbly. That which is not the Principium, 
and the original Fountain, the Head of all Per- 
fection and Authority, cannot be the ſame. 


Being with him that is ſo.— Now hence ariſe 


Argument 1. That which is not the firſt 
Canſe, or ſelf exiſtent, - unoriginated, underi- 
ved Agent, independent upon any, is not the 
Supreme God; but God the Son is not the 
the firſt Cauſe, or ſelt-exiſtent Agent, unorigi- 
nated, underived, and independent upon any; 
Ergo, He is not the Supreme God. Or thus 
An Intelligent Being, Subſtance, or Eſſence, 
derived, originated and begotten, cannot be 
numerically the ſame with an intelligent Be- 
ing or Subſtance unoriginated,  underived, un- 
begotten ; (it being an expreſs ContradiQtion 
for the ſame numerical Eſſence to be unorigi- 
nated, and originated; underived and yet de- 
rived; unbegotten and yet begotten.) But God 
the Son is an intelligent Eſſence originated, 


derived and begotten: ergo, His Eſſence is not 


the ſame numerical Eſſence with that of a 


Being underived, Ic. 


Arg. 2. No ſupreme Agent can be ſubject 
to, or receive Commiſſion, Commands, Do- 
minion, or Authority from another, or be ſent 
by him: (it being a Contradiction to be ſu- 
preme, and to receive Commiſſion from another; 
or to be under the Commands, Dominion, and 
Authority of another, or to be ſent by him; 
becauſe by being ſent He would be * ſabdit us 


* alteri 


(13) 
alteri, ſul ject to another, as ſaith Novat ian.) 
ut the Son receives Commands, Joh. x. 18. 
xii, 49, 50; dominion, Dan, vii. 14. Aut ho- 
rity, Matth. xxviii. 19. from the Supreme 
Agent, and was ſent by him into the World. 


2 


2 Ergo, „ . N 

i- Arg. 3. One numerical Eſſence, (being one 
e and no more) cannot be ſo communicated, 
le as to be the numerical Eſſence of another; 


But the Eſſence of the ſupreme God is one 
numerical Eſſence and no more, Ergo; &c. 
— Arg. 4. Ariſeth from the manifold Abſurdi- 
e, ties contained in the Dr's. Scheme of the Com- 
e munication of the Eſſence of the Father to 
2 the Son, For 16 If, as the Dr. ſaith, the Eſ- 
I ſence of the Father and the Son be one and 
n the ſame, what can this Communication be, 


ſr but the giving the ſame Eſſence to itſelf? 2dly. - 


— All proper Communication is the parting with 


d that I have, to another who hath it not; 
A whereas the Eſſence of God the Father being 
t one and the ſame, and inſeparable from him, 
a He cannot be ſaid to part with it, or to com- 
municate That, which, without Variation, 

js Ha hath as much as He ever had, And 3dlj. 
. Seeing the Dr ſaith that the Operation of the 
Father and of the Son is one and the ſame, 
if begerting be to act, the Son muſt be be- 
otten by himſelf. And 4thly. Seeing He aſ- 

— that He is begotten by Way of neceſſary 
Emanation, he muſt be ſelf- exiſtent, or unbe- 


gotten: For that which eſſent ally miner. 
| , 


nn as any, 


J. 333. 
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C14) 
ly emanes from what is felf-exiſtent muſt be 
as ſelt · exiſtent as that from whence it doth 
emane. This Generation is (faith Bp Bull) 
intra eſſentiam patris; ut is an Emanation, faith 
Dr V. Now an inward Emanation, or a going 
out inwardly, is indeed a Myſtery ; but I hope 
not fo nectſſary to be believed, that He that 
does not own it, muſt be a Perſecutor of the 
bleed Feſws, 

Arg. 5. A God who was with the Supreme 
God, cannot be the ſame Supreme God, with 
whom He was; otherwiſe it might properly 
be ſaid, that in the Beginning the fame Su- 
preme God was with himſelf 
To this the Dr returns this Anſwer, p. 71, 
that being with God is the ſame with being 
with the Father who is God. God and God, or 
God of God, ſuppoſes two Perſons, and there- 
fore there is no Foundation for the Objection of 
the Sons being with himſelf, 

To this I reply, that Dr W. is the moſt dex- 
terous — that Ln met ah, x Aer 
ing Objections by ſaying not hing to them, but 
1 them N He 2 them. For (/.) is 
the Word ſtyled eſſentially and neceſſarily the 
Supreme God, or is He not? If it be not ſo, 
then it cannot be proved from this Text, 
Joh. i. 1, 2. that He is the Supreme God, 
conjunct im with the Father: If He be, the 
Argument is a clear Demonſtration that the 
Son was with Himſelf; for after the Apoſtle 
had mentioned, God and God, v. 1; He 8 
ceeds 


Kr 


eds thus, 57 & u e, e , this Per. 
„ in the Beginning was with God; and will 
he Dr tell us there was no Room for ſaying 
hat (according to his Interpretation) the Son 

as with Himſelf? adh, The Dr ſtrongly 
ontends that the ſame Words in the fame 
2 muſt have the r Import. If therefore 
ns with God, is being with the Father ; the 

a 


De ao ing Words, and was God, muſt bear 
his Import, and was the Father. 3d). Here 
h ſaich He) is God «nd God, and yet he elſe- 
| 3 dts that God end God are two Gods. 
Y It is certain that He who is the 


F rc im, the Fountain, the Head, and the 
auſe, cannot be the ſame with Him who 
hr not all theſe Perfections: But the Father 
„ is all this. Dr V. indeed continually 
— eavours to elude the numerous *. of 
the Ante. nicene Fathers to this Purpo 
(which in the natural pare of their Word: 
confute his Scheme, ) by 1 * fach things 
are by them aſcribed to t Fathey, not in Ex- 
clufion of the Sow, but becauſe He i the Princi- 
pinm, the Head, and Fountain of the Trinity, 
and the firft Canſe. Now from this very Po- 
ſition, that the Father'is the Principium, the 
Head and Fountain of the Trinity, 1 infer, 
Therefore He only is the Supreme God. A- 
8 to this are theſe Sayings of the mode 
lea, that none can be Supreme but He 
hath all Perfeftions 88 underived, and 


independent apon amy. 


Arg. 7. 


— 
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Arg. 7. Either the Father, Son and Holy 
Ghoſt have diſtinet Attributes and a 4di/tintt Ml 
Divinity, or they have not; if they have di- 
ſtinct Attributes and a diſtinct Divinity of 
their own, then are they really diſtinòd from 
the Father, as much as one infinite intelligent 
Agent from another infinite intelligent Agent, 
oxe Creator from another Creator, and one 
Supreme Lord over all, from another Supreme | 
Lord over all; and then how are they one and 
the ſame Gad? or, as the Dr faith, one undi- 
vided intelligent Agent ? If they have no Di- 
vinity, but that which is inſeparable, not on- 
ly from the Eſſence, but alſo from the Perſon 
of the Father, they can have no diſtinct E. 
ſence, nor Perſonality from the Father, and 
then the Diſtintion between them will be 
only in Name but not in Truth, 12 

Arg. 8. Hence it follows, that when in our 
Litany we pray to Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghoſt to have Mercy on us, we (according 
to Dr W's Notion) pray thrice to the ſame 
Supreme Cauſe under three different Names, 
or elſe rather to three diſtinct Parts or Porti- 
ons of the ſame Supreme- Cauſe; the three 
Perſons according to the Dr. being conjunct im 
one Supreme God. 

Arg. 9. This Doctrine deſtroys the particu- 
lar Incarnation of God the Son, and renders 
it impoſſible to be accounted for without the 
Incarnation of God the Father alſo. For if 
God the Father and the Son be one * the 

ſame 


„ EW» 
ſame undivided intelligent Agent, the 
Incarnation of the Son, being the Incarnation 
of an intelligent Agent, muſt be the Incarna- 
tion of both Father and Son. If God the Fa- 
ther and the Son conjunct im be the one Su- 

me God, they muſt conjunctim be incarnate. 
If God the Son be the one Supreme God, 
then to ſay that God the Son is incarnate, is 
to ſay that the One Supreme God is incarnate. 
Moreover it is a fixed Rule in Divinity, that 
there is an inſeparable Union of the three 
Perſons in one and the ſame Eſſence, and 
this is the Import of the famous ien or 
Circuminceſſion, of the Perſons of the 8. Tri- 
nity. Now hence it manifeſtly follows, that 
if one Perſon be incarnate, the other two, by 
Vertue of this inſeparable Circuminceſſion 
muſt be ſo allo. oy 

Arg. 10. This Scheme deſtroys and ridi- 
cules the Sat iafact ion of our bleſſed Saviour, 
by repreſenting it as a Satisfaction and a Pro- 
pitiation not only made unto himſelf, bu: 
even to the whole Sacred Trinity, For ſince 
the Law tranſgreſs'd, is the Law of the Su- 
preme God; if Father, Son and H. Ghoſt 
conjunctim be the one Supreme God, Satisfa- 
ction muſt be made to them jointly. If (ac- 
cording to the Dr) the Father and Son be one 
and the (ame God, then Satisfaction made to 
the Father muſt be made alſo to the Son; 
and ſo the Son muſt make Satisfaction to him- 
ſelf. And es A when St Paul wh, | 
£1 | 0 
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God hath ſet forth his Son to be a Propitiation, 
thro Faith in his blood; we have redemption 
thro* his blood even the remiſſion of fins; when 
we were enemies, we were reconciled to God 
by the death of his Son; and that God was 
in Chriſt reconciling the World to himſelf, for 
He made him a Sacrifice for ſin for us; let the 
Dr tell us who this God is, which ſent his 
Son; to whom were we reconciled thro? Faith 
in his Blood; And his propitiatory Sacrifice, 
Was it to God the Son, or to the Father only? 
When St John faith, God ſent bis Son into the 
World to be the propitiation of our Sins; and 
again, if we fin, we have an Advocate with 
the Father, Jeſus Chriſt the righteous, and he 
in the Propitiation for our Sin; let him tell us 
who ſent this Son, and to whom'is He an Ad- 
vocate beſides the Father? | 
Moreover the Abſurdity of his Scheme will 
be further evident from all thoſe Ante-nicene 
Fathers, who declare that the Son was begot- 
ten, by the ineffable Power and Will of the 
' Father. Chrift (ith Iuatius) is the Son of 
God um n Shana ag eb & Nd, by the 'Will 
ad Power ef God. He is the Lord of Hoſts, 
faith Juin, am n diu m narf, by the Will 
| of the Father; am & ihe — x Guan 
rende, Proceeding fromthe Father by his 
er and je In Ah ſame Senſe doubrlets, in 
which He faith, He was concerved in the Vir- 
gin, Womb um iv d ne oþ wergds Bards by the 
Will of God the Father. The Word _ 
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ed from him s dn, by his Will, fo Tati- 
an. He is that Father, ex quo, quando ipſe 
voluit, ſermo natus eſt; from whom, when | 
He would, the Werd was born; and from whom 

ando pater voluit, proceſſit ex patre, ben the 

at her willed, He proceeded from him; So No- 
vatian. God willingly became the Father of 
his Son; for % is % nates; bulls Surduecs be. 
4, br, He received his Subſtance from the. 
Will and Power of the Father; and was 
inan Us Tis ð Tergds dvixpggre N dmerdire c. 
Iorduers, ſubſtantiated by the unſpeakable 
and inconceivable Will and Power of the 
Father: So Enſebius. "Tis needleſs to add 
more, ſeeing N aſſures us this was 
the Doctrine of the wiſeſt of the Fathers. 
For when Marcellus had accuſed him for fay- | 
ing, the Generation of the Son was to be re- 


fer'd int thr buxtr N artet to the Will or Coun- 


cil of the Father; This, faith he, is That 


"which the wiſeſt of the Fathers In their Wri- 


tings have aſſerted. 

he Dr is hard put to it to give ſomething 
like an Anſwer to this ſtubborn Argument; 
and therfore 1/f. He drops the Strength of 
the Argument, which chiefly relates to the 
Power, yea the ineffable Power of God the 


Father; whereas there is no Activity at all re- 


quired to a neceſſary Emanation. And ſince 
the Dr hath told us, that by the ſame Neceſſity 
of Nature that God exiſts at all, He exifts as 


a Father, i. e. a Generator of a Son ; I hope He 
C 2 will 
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0 1 
will not ſay that God zeceſſarily exiſts by His 
ineffable Power and Will. 24h). He adds that 
the Son was generated by the Father's Will 
of Approbation, but not of Choice; that He 
was not conſtrained to do it againſt his Will, 
tho? He did it by Neceſſity of Nature; Where- 
| as tO lay, God doth that &aj x; RALANy by his 
Counſel and Will, which He doth by Neceſſi- 
Wy. 
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ty of Nature, 1s as abſurd as to ſay that He 
exiſts by his own Council and Will. Yea (as 
} the Modeſt Plea truly faith,) to make Will to 
1 ſignify mere Af probation without” any Choice or 
1 att of the Will at all, is taking away «ll Senſe 
3 from Mords; For at this Rate a Man's Heart 
and Pulſe may be ſaid to beat by his Will 
1 and Choice; becauſe if he is willing to live, 
N he muſt approve of the beating of Ps Heart 
$1. and Pulſe: And the Sun may be faid in the 
ſame Senſe to ariſe by the Mill of Man, it be- 
ing doubtleſs by his good liking and Approbati- 
on that he enjoys the light of it. H. Scripture, * 
as well as common Senſe, not only: conſtantly 
obſerves a Diſtinction betwixt doing a thin 
willingly, and out of Neceſſity, but ſets them 
in Oppoſition to each other; as in theſe 
Words of St Paul 1 Cor. ix. 17, 18. if 1 
do this thing willingly, I have a reward, but 
if of neceſſity, a Diſpenſation is committed to 
me. 2 Cor. ix. 7. Every man, as he farpoſes 
in bis heart ſo let him give; not grudgingly, 
or of neceſſitj. Philem. 14, without th 
wind I would do nothing, that thy benefit might 


ot 
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pt be, as of neceſſity, but willingly. Feed the 
lock of God, not be conſtraint, ty avayuyws, but 
illingly, 1 Pet. v. 2. And to ſay, God doth That 


one by the neceſſary Nature of the Thing, is a ri- 
iculous and intolerable Abuſe of Words. Now, 
vhat is it leſs, to ſay God willingly begat his 
on, becauſe he approved of that Emanation, 

r had a good liking to it when it was done? 
That this free Choice of the Will is 
vidently the Senſe of the Words in all 
he Places cited, cannot poſſibly be deny- 
d; for the Words uſed in this Point by 
Juſtin M. are the very ſame with thoſe 
ſed by him of the Conception of Chriſt's hu- 
an Nature, which was done confeſſedly 
by the Will of God, and by the Power of the 
oft high. The Words of Nevatian and 
[atian will admit of no other Senſe, unleſs 
you will ſay that quando Pater voluit, Sermo 
atus eſt H proceſſit, do only ſignify that, 
muando Sermo natus eſt & proceſſit, Pater vo- 
luit. Euſebius is this very Caſe plainly oppo- 
ſes Will to Neceſſity, as appears from the Com- 
pariſon he makes betwixt Light proceeding 
trom the Sun, and the Sons proceeding from 
he Father ; For Light, faith he, proceedeth 
from the Sun, not wat e. by choice, but 
according to a neceſſary Quality that is dye 
oy Tas belac inſeparable 3 its Subſtance. But 
he Son proceedeth from the Father wn? gend 
rA According to Dis Council and Choice, 
| * | BA 


villingly, which He only approves when tis 
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e 38 3214s, for God willingly begat the 
Son. The Words of Ignatius ſeem d fo ing 
to Tbeodoret, that He changeth wma 3ianua x; 
Aurafus dd, according to the will and power 
| | of God, into wrd Simm x, Jura, omitting der; 
and by this ſhews He underſtood the Words, 
Will aud Power in their true Senſe. An Ori- 
emal Council, That met after the Flight of 
eAthanaſius to Rome, pronounces an Anathe- 
ma againſt them who ſaid, gi 503 d, 
lerne 6 warhe +rw © that the Father begat not 
© bis Son by his Will and Council ; for we pi- 
© ouſly aud religiouſly believe that the Father 
© begat the Son, iuus iat x, wniuan of his own Ac- 
© cord and willingly. The Council of Sirm i. 
vm, faith the fame. To ſay, as you confi 
dently do, that the Meaning of the Coun- 
cit is only this, that the Father was 
not conſtrained to beger his Son Againſt 
his Will; is only to deny what no Man in 
his Wits could ever think, v:z.i that the 
Supreme Cauſe was conſtrained by any Su. 
perior Cauſe to beget his Son again/! his 
Will. He that would ſee more to ridicule 
this miſerable Evaſion, let him conſult the Let- 
ter writ in Anſwer to R. M. p. 147, 148. and 
to the 5 of the Scripture-Dottrin, p. 
r | 
In his Preface to his Sermons Dr W. faith, 
our Doctrine in this Point hath zo Foundation 
in Scripture ; fag. 20; whereas it is evident- 
ly founded upon al} thoſe Scriptures which 

mention 
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nention the Generation of the Son; as the 
Luthor refer'd to, proves, p. 147. And where- 
it had been juſtly objected to him, that He 
ould not produce one Ante-Nicene Writer who 
firmed that the Son emaned or was emitted by 
eceſſity of Nature; He inſtead of doing this, 
rroduceth ſome Poſt-nicene Fathers ſaying that 
e was a Son by nature; (which is true even 
n Human Generations without their being Ne- 
eflary ;) Alſo that He is vow 34s, and tells us, 
hat this is the ſame with ſaying, He was ſo 
y quan, by neceſſity y nature; Which is far 
rom being a true Conlequence. For Euſebius, 
who owns the Son to be gvou , by nature God, 
et plainly aſſerts him to be ſo by the Choice, 
ouncil and Power of the Father. 0 
The Oriental Council mentioned by Socra- 
es, avers him to be God of God, yea to be | 
deb ud oe r N d true and perfect God 
by Nature; and yet faith, that he is emnw=ywws; 
ubordinate to the Father, and ſubject to the 
Dominion of that One God. Which Subordina- 
ion has no place in neceſſary Exiſtents. So that 
even the Acknowledgment of this, is no Evi- | 
dence at all that the Ante nicene Fathers aſſer- 
ed that the Generation of the Son of God | 
vas by emanation or by neceſſity of Nature, 
I ſhall conclude this Section with ſome Re- 
lections on Dr. Ws diſcourſe touching Religi- 
rious Worſhip, where He confidently aſſerts that 
ligious Worſhip can be given to the * 
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God alone, aad that all inferiour religious Wor 
ſhip is abſurd, and as ſuch was rejected by the 
Ante-Nicene Fathers. Now his Arguments 
from Seripture for theſe Aſſertions have been 
ſeo fully anſwered by the Author of the Mo. 
"deft Plea, that He hath not been able to make 
any Reply.  *_. | 
I ſhall therefore once more lay before the 
Doctor, the Words of that excellent Author. 
To the 4th Query, which is founded upon 
thoſe words of Iſaiah, He will not give bis 
Glory to Another, The Author of the Modefl 
Plea anſwers, © That the Notion which both 
« Scripture and Reaſon give us of God, is, that 
He is of Himſelf by his own original, unde 
* rived, ſelf-ſufficient, independent Power, the 
© alone Author and Governour of the Univerſe, 
the Father (or firſt Cauſe) of whom are 4 
* things; who is above all, Eph. vi. 6; This 
Glory He will not, He cannot give to ano 
ther. And here it may deſerve the Doc 
tor's Obſervation,” that this Objection 1s as ol 
as Trypbo, who urged it againſt the Doctrine ol 
Fuſtin M. that there was another who 1s callec 
God, befides the Father of all things, who al 
ſo was to be adored. To this Juſtin anſwers, tha 
God had given this Glory N zers du wing, I 
bis Chrift alone, whom He had conſtituted to bt 
a Light" to the Gentiles and the Glory of bi 
People. 4 
. 'Ti 
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To the Texts cited, Qu. 16. He anſwers, 
That © the Worſhip of God is in theſe and the 
© like Texts ſo expreſly appropriated to the One 
© God perſonally, not to his Subſtance, Nature, 
© or E/ſence, but always to bim, to his Perſon 
only; that it cannot but be allowed fo belong 
to him only. But the Worſhip of a Mediator, 
The Worſhip due. to him, to whom the Power 
of Judgment is committed by another, is 
what can neither be, appropriated, nor can 
* pollibly be paid at all to the one Tupreme 
God. If therefore theſe. Texts preclude all 
Adoration beſides that which 1s appropriated to 
the One ſupreme God, they either preclude God 
© from all Right of appointing any Mediator at 
* all, or at leaſt from all Right of command- 
© ing any Adoration to be paid to the Mediator, 
in the Capacity of a Mediator ;, for that is an 

* Adoration which cannot pofhibly be paid to 
the one ſupreme Gd. 1 
And again, Anſw, to Qu. 17. The very 
* Texts referr'd to, very evidently ſhow that 
* the Worſbip due to Chriſt ought not to be 
© confounded with that due to the Father, be- 
* cauſe the Worſhip given to Chriſt in all theſe 
© Texts, is in conſequence of his Rejurreon 
and Aſcenſon. Luke xxiv. 52. In conſe- 
© quence of the Command of the Father, at 
* the bringing bis firſt begotten * into the 

* World, Heb. i. 6. In conſequence of the Fa- 
* thers ſaying to our Lord at his ReſurreFion, 
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(Acts xiii. 33; Heb.' i. 5.) Thou art my Son, 
* this day haue I begotten thee; and in conſe- 

uence of the Father's having committed all 
We, to the Son, Joh. v. 22. Were the 
Worſhip paid to Chri/? the very ſame as that 
paid to the Farber, it would follow not only 
© that He is the one God, but that he is that 
* Perſon—mentioned in theſe Texts. For none 
© of theſe Texts ever ſpeak of a Being or Sub- 
* ſtance, but they always and uniformly ſpeak 
of a Perſon. . 25 

And laſty, in his Anſwer to Queſtion the 180) 
He faith, Whenever the Mediatorial King- 
of Chriſt began, and at what time ſoever He 
© was worſhipped by Angels, or by Men, it 
* was by the Canmand of the Father; who, 
* when He brought the firſt-begotten into the 
© World, faid, Let all the Angels of God worſhip 
him. And this Worſhip of Chriſt was to the 
Glury of God the Father. Whereas it cannot | 
2 8 without Blaſphemy) be affirmed of 

the Fatber, that He is, or ever was worſhip- 

* ped to the Glory of the Son. The Father's 
* Worſhip therefore is both Primary and Ulti- 
* mate: And I am perſwaded it cannot truly be 
| © (aid, that He to whom the Father hath commit- 
ted all udg mont, has the ſame Title to Ado 
* ration, as He who committed all Fudgment 10 
* bim; or that He by whom God created all 
* Things, has, as Author and Governour of 
* the Univerſe, the fame Title to Adoration 
| which 
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which God the Father has, whe created. all 
things by bim. | 
To all this, or to any other Argument con- 
ained in that excellent Diſcourſe, you will find 
o Anſwer in Dr. W's. Remarks: They being 
ot deſigned to anſwer Arguments, but only to 
arp at {ome Expreſſions contained in it. A 
2 this of treating Arguments which 
n't be anſwered, and of catching at accidental 
Expreſſions, which, tending to raiſe a, Miſt 
defore an unintelligent Reader's Eyes, Dr. V. 
as too artificially practiſed. 
The Arguments to prove that this ſubordi- 
ate or mediatorial Worthip of the Son of God 
as generally owned and aſſerted by the Chriſ- 
ians of the Three firſt Centuries, are theſe, — 
I/, They who expreſly declared that God 
he Father was alone the ſupreme God, or God 
over all, and as expreſly denied that either of 
Trheſe Titles did belong to God the Son, muſt 
onfequently appropriate the Supreme Worſhip 
to God the Father, and deny it to be due to 
the Son of God, But This did many of the 
Inte-nicene Fathers and Chriſtians. The 4 
olical Conſtitutiont aver, that they who ſaid | 
bat the Son of God was GOD OVER ALL, 
were Hereticks. Origen declares, that this, viz. 
hat our Saviour was tbe God over all, was | 
pnly believed by ſome raſh Chriſtians, whilf the | 
penerality of Chriſtians believed 2 Eu- 
ſebius ſays, that Sabellius was caſt out 4 4 
— cb, 
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Church, for aſſerting that the Son was God over 
| all; and that 20 Man who believes it can be 
| picus. See this proved Part the 1ſt, p. 58. 

' © eArg. 2. They who do frequently fay, the 
Father alone is the one God, the one only God, 
the ove true God, the one good God, the Su- 
preme and moſt high God, mult conſequently 
ſay, that Supreme Worſhip is due to him a- 
lone. But this, moſt of the Ante-nicene Fa- 
thers ſay.— See ibid p. 59, 60. 

- Arg. 3. They who contend that God the 
Son is numerically different from God the Fa- 
ther of all things, diſt inct ia Eſence, not to 
be compared with him in Sulſtance, Dignity, 
Power or Divine Authority; They who aſ- 
cribed to him a Diſtinttneſs of Eſſence, and 
Inferiority as to Power, and a Difference of 

Glory from, the Father, declaring that whos 
ever ſpake againſt theſe things, ſpake againſt 
the ſound and eccleſiaſtical Dottrines of the 
Church; muſt own that a ſuhordinate Sort 
of Worſhip muſt be due to the Son; and, that 
this Difference in Eſſence, Dignity, Glory, 
and Divine Authority muſt create a 88 
nable Difference in the Worſhip of the Father 
from that of the Son : But this did many of 
the Ante - nicene Fathers, as I have proved, 
ibid. Arg. the 2d. p. 61, 62, 63. 
Arg. 4. They who held that the Fas 
ther and the Son had two Eſſences, two 
Natures, were two Things in Subſtance, 
tro effective Powers employed on different 


Objects, 
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Objects, muſt ' aſcribe two diſtin? Sorts of 
orſhip to them. But this did many of the 
\nte-nicene Fathers, as is proved 114. Arg. 
the 3d. P. 64, 65, 66. And this Argument is 
ſtrengthned from this Conſideration, that ſome 
of the Ante-nicexe Fathers, declared, that tho? 
they held them to be different in Hence, they 
did not own two Gods; becauſe they did not 
own them to be c, of equal Honour, See | 
ibid, Arg. the 4th, p. 67, Oc. Appendix to 
Diſqu. Modeſt. Sect. 5, 6, 7, 8, 9. LS 

Arg. 5. They who declared the Son to be a 
ſecond Eſſence, a ſecond Cauſe, a ſecond Po.]. - 
er, from the Father, could only judge a ſecon- 
dary mane to be due unto him ; but this did 
many of the. Ante-nicene Fathers. See ibid. 

p. 67, 68, 69. 

Arg. 6. They who allowed ſuch a Subordi- 
nat ion of the Son to the Father, even long be- 
fore his Incarnation, as made him truly ſubject 
and ſubſervient to him; to miniſter to Him in 
the framing of the World ; to obey his Will in 
all things; to be commanded and ſent by him; 
could only pay him a Worſhip ſubordinate to 
that of the Father: But this did many of the 

Ante-nicene Fathers, 

Here Dr . in the Fertility of his Invention Pref. .. 
tells us, ft, that He ſpeaks of @ real Subordi. Senn. b. 
nation: that is, of a thing, which according to 
his Scheme, is full of Abſurdities, Contradi- 
ions and Impoſlibilities; it being impoſlible 
that there ſhould be a real Subordination, 
where, 
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1 where the numerical Eſſence is one and the 
ſame; or that the Supreme God mould be /ub- 
ordinate to the Supreme God. For, 
x4; If the Son hath the /ame whole indi- 
vidual Subſtance or Eflence with the Father, 
He muſt have the ſame numerical Will with 
Him ; becauſe if He hath the ſame whole in- 
dividual Subſtance, He muſt have all the Pro- 
perties inherent in, or belonging to that Sub- 
ftance ; and therefore cannot be ſuliect and 
obedient to the Will of the Father with an 
greater Propriety than the Father can be ſub- 
jet and obe dient to him. 

_ 2dly. The ſame numerical Eſſence cannot be- 
ſaid to ſens, and be ſent, by itſelf, to command, 
and be commanded by it ſelf; this being (as the 
Logicians ſay) a Contradiction in adjetto. = 9 

And (3dlz.) Where the Eſſence is individu-. 
ally the /ame, the Action proceeding from that 
Eſſence muſt be one and the ſame, and it muſt 
be the Action of the whole 2 And yet 
the Scripture ſaith expreſly that God created 
all things by Jeſus Chriſt, and (fay the Ante- 
nicene Fathers) as his Miniſter. 

 Pref-4id. Dr W. proceeds thus: We do nat ſay that 
| © things of a lower Nature are SUBORDE 
* NATE bat INFERIOR to one another. In 
Oppoſition to this I ſay, that whatſoever is al- 
ways under the Command, and aQts by the Au- > 
thority of, and by Commiſſion from another, pic 
is as truly and properly inferior as it is ſubor- 
dinate. For what is it to be ſubordinate, but 

ro 
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> be, and act ſub ordine alterius? Where- 
s DrW. never makes the Son Subordinate, 
but Coordinate With the Father. He expreſly 
xcepts againſt all Inferiorit), and all Inequali- 
ind to confound that with Coordination. 
Vhich is directly contrary to All the Ante- 
vicene Fathers, who When They treat 
df this Subject, expreſs it by Smmmeyulre da-, 
pd au being ſubordinate, miniftring 
and ſubſervient to the Father and Maker of 
All things. 19 9 770 
Bp Bal hath a whole Section Of the Sab- 
prdination of the Son to the Father. And did 
ot He know how to fpeak properly ? Or 
ould He rather have ſaid, Of the Coordination, 
or the Coegnality to the Father ? Men are hard 
put to it when they muſt coin new Senſes of 
ords to defend their Schemes. 3 
Arg. 7th. Ariſeth from the Texts ſo expound- 

2d by the Azte-nicene Fathers, as to infer a 
Difference in the Worſhip of the Father and 
he Son, They deſcant on the Texts of the 
d Teftament, thus. On theſe Words, Gen. 
x. 24. The Lord rained Fire and Brimſtone from 
eaven.. From theſe Words Juſtin M. proves, 
hat the Son of God is another in number from 
he Maker of all things, (/.) Becauſe the un- 
degotten God and Father of all things neithet 
aſcends nor deſcends ; but his Sea, who by bis 
Vill is God. 2aly: Becauſe otherwiſe the Fa- 


her of all things would not have been then in 
Heaven. 


which is to except againſt Sabor dination, #i 


x 


G03) - 
Heaven. Here, faith Irenæus, the Scripture 
ſignifies that the Son, who convers'd with A- 
braham, received power to execute Judgment 
on the Sodomites for their Iniquity. He plainly 
ſpeaks of two that are called Gog, a f and 
a ſecond, ſaith Euſebius. If any Man ſaith that 
theſe Words are not to be underſtood of God the 
Father and the Son, let him be Anathema— 
Concil. Syrmienſe. See my Diſertation in 
locum. 

Now it is evident that He who is called 
God, and is different from the Maker of all 
things; He who is commiſſionated from and 
delegated by one whom He Himſelf aſſerts to 
be Greater than Himſelf, to execute this 
Judgment upon Sodom; muſt have an Inferior 
Worſhip than That of the Supreme God. 

This they prove 24ly. from theſe Words P. 
cx. 1. The Lord ſaid to my Lord, fit thou on my 
right band, till I make thine enemies thy foot- 
fool. Hence Juſtin M. proves the Lord Chriſt 
to be another Lord from the Father and Ma- 
ker of all things. Euſebius, diſcourſing upon 
theſe Words, faith, that by the fi Lord we 
are to underſtand * 33» au, de the moſt high 
© God; by the other Lord 2d, Sung» Him that 
is ſecond. * Now certainly the frft Cauſe and 
| ſupreme God deſerves an higher Worſhip than 
He who is to give up his Kingdom to the Fa- 
ther, that He who put all things under hin 
may be all in all; as almoſt all the Aute-nicen 
Fathers 


60 
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re BY Fathers deſcant on theſe Words. See Diſert. *t 

A- on 1 Cv. 15. Com. 28. 

at To theſe Texts from the Old, may be added 

ly WY many more from the New T eſtament, eſpeci- 

ad ally the four already mentioned. For 

at ' 1/7. He that is the one true God, ought to 


be honoured with the Worſhip peculiar to the 
one trace God; but the Father only is the one 
1 true God, fay many of the Amte-nicene Fa- 
thers. Ergo. | 
240% It there is none that is good but one, 
even the Father, there is none to be worſhip- 
ped as thus good, but the Father; but (ſay ma- 
ny of the Ante-nicene Fathers) there is none 
thus good but the Father only. Ergo. 
dh. He that is greater than the Son (in 
nine, Digaity, and Godhead,)ought to have 


|, greater Worſhip than the Son; but (ſay Ma- 
"ay ny of the Ante-nicene Fathers) the Father is 
'-F thus 2 than the Son. Eg. 

it 4thly. He that is that one God, from whons 
= are all things, is greater than Son by 


whom are all things; But God the Father on- 
ly is that God from whem are all things, (lay 
many of the Ante-nicene Fathers.) Eg. a 
_ Arg. 8. He that is exalted by God, and to 
whom He hath given. @ name above every 4 
name, that all Nations might worſhip him to 
the Glory of God the Father; cannot be wor- 
ſhipped primarily or ultimately, as the Father 
mult be worſhipped. Not frimarily; becauſe 
his Worſhip is in Conſequence of his Exaltati- 
E on, 


038). 
on, and of the Name given him by God: Not 
ultimately; becauſe He is worſhipped to the 
Glory Another, even of God the Father, 
But thus the Son of God is worſhipped, Ergo. 
Philip. 11. 20. 55 

Arg. gth, He that is to worſhip the. Lord 
his God, and to ſerve him only, cannot be that 
very Lord God whom He is to worſhip, and 
therefore cannot deſerve the Worſhip due to him 
alone: But thus the Son of God is to worſhip 
the Lord his God. For, to the ſecond Temp- 
tation, to throw himſelf down from the Pinacle 
of the Temple, Chriſt anſwers; This I muſt 
not do, becauſe is is written, Thou ſhalt not 
tempt the Lord thy God. To the third Temp- 
tation, to worſhip the Devil; He faith, I am 
forbidden to worſhip thee, by This Command, 
requiring me to worſhip the Lord my God, and 
to ſerve him only. 

Arg. Toth, Some of the Ante nicene Fathers 
ſay that the Son of God is ta be worſhipped, 
becauſe it is the Will and the Command of God, 
that be ſhould be worſbipped: Others that he is 
to be worſhipped, on the Account of the great 
and good things which be bath done, and will do 
For us, La#amius faith, It is becauſe a King- 
dom, Honour and Empire is given to him by % 
Father. Euſ:-bius faith, He is worthy of a ſe- 
condary Honour, by reaſon of a greater God 
dwelling in bim. But I cannot call to mind one 
Ante. nicene Writer, that ever ſaid He was to 


"i 


1 
de worſhipped as being the one ſupreme God, to 
whom alone Worſhip belongs; which is a 
trong preſumption that no ſuch Doctrine had 
hen obtained. For otherwiſe why ſhould they 
ſign ſo many other inſufficient Reaſons of his 
orſhip, and conſtantly decline ſpeaking of 
he only true one? $i 
Lafily, In Anſwer to Dr W's Teſtimonies 
rom theſe Fathers, that the ſupreme God alone 
s to be worſhipped; tis obſervable, that the 
Strength of them all conſiſts in this, that they 
ay d Aber Hit vA, that God alone is to be wor- 
bipped : Whereas it is obſervable that thoſe 
Two Fathers, Origen and Euſebius, (proteſs'd 
Adverſaries to the Coequality of God the Fa- 
her and the Son, and who were after cenſured 
s Favourers of Arianiſm,) were the chiefeſt of 
ll others in appropriating Worſhip to God the 
Father, and ſaying, He ALONE ts to be wor- 
bipped. Origen in his Book againſt Celſus ſaith, 
we are to believe the Patrons of other Secłs, 
vow much more are we to believe him who is God 
ver all, and him who hath taught us that 
e whroy A axe) we ought to worſhip bim only. 
n his /ixth Book he ſaith, All our Prayers, Vows, 
Deprecations and Thankſgivings muſt be offered 
p to him who is God over all, THROUGH 
im who is our great High Prieſt, the Word, and 
Jod. He adds, that we may alſo offer Depreca- 
iant, Interceſſions and giving of Thanks to God | 
e Word, provided, that we obſerve the Di- \ 
E 2 ſtindlion, 
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ſtindt ion, Trewyi; ue Y xH¹ν,ůH. of Pray. 
er properly and improperly fo called; that is, of 
/ Prayer immediately directed to God over all, 
and of Prayer directed to our; High Prieſt, that 
He would offer them to the Father ; as He 
teacheth, p. 131. Concluding that no Man 
ſhould dare to offer up any Prayer, but TO God 
all- ſufficient, BY our Saviour Jeſus ( briſt. And 
this he more poſitively and July aſſerts in his} 
Book of Prayer. See Diſqu. Mod. p. 64, 65. 
Ihe Other, who is expreſs and full in this 
Aſſertion, that Chriſt and his derbe have 
taught us that God alone is to be w-r/hipped 


is That Euſebius, who hath been long ſince cen- 

ſured both by Fathers and Councils, as a Fa. 
vourer of Arian Doctrines. Py atv” 

For He declares that our Saviour hath taught 


us to worſhip only che Lord and Maker of 4 
things: That the Multicude of Chriſtians d 

only acknowledge the Father of all things ts % 
God, n uv cafe, and that be only was 6 
be worſbipt'd.—That the Word, of God, 

Teacher, hath perſwaded all, 6 ive ανν £0 WOT 
ſhip only the moſt high unbegotten God and Fa 

ther of all: And that rhe Apoſtles ferſwaded tht 
Egyptians, ure wr va x) are aandn d’ iu, e 
liziouſly to worſhip only the one and only true God 
If therefore there were any Strength in Dr. 
Expoſition of thoſe Words of the Father 

that we ought es worſhip God alone, it woull 
prove what theſe Two Fathers forty times deny 


vg. 
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viz, that the Son of God was the moſt High 
God, or God over all, Whereas by aſſerting, 
that there was a Worſhip peculiar to the moſt 
High God, and yetallowing (as they Bach ſome- 
times do) that the Son of God was to be. wor- 
ſhipped by Chriſtians; they give us a juſt 
Ground for our Diſtinction of a ſuperior and 
inferior Degree of Religious Worſhip. 
Ihe Firſt Father that the Dr cites, is 
ſtin M. who ſaith in his firſt Apology, the 8 
of God bath perſwaded us, wr wiyor Its ric, 
that we are to worſhip God alone. But he 
faith alſo in his Dialogue, that he who worſbipt 
God with all bis Heart and Soul, i\ya d v 
oe, needs worſhip no other. Tet be will alſo wor- 
ſhip God's beloved Meſſenger, that is, Chriſt, 
der bracts, it being God's Will that He ſhould. 
40 ſo. He faith again, that Chriſlians are to wor- 
ſhip God alone, Chriſt having taught them to 
give to God the things that are God's. But 
then he adds in the ſame place, that we 
worſhip his Son, i Sulies ata, in the ſecond 
Flace; and after the unbegotten God, we wor- 
ſbip bim that mas crucifyed. Is not this a 
Secondary Degree of Worſhip paid to him. 
Theophilus is a Second Ante-nicene Father 
who aſſerts, that God alone is to be worſhip- 
ed, and alſo, that the Word is God; but 
then (as I have proved from his own Words, 
Diſq. Modeſie) he cites ſo many Evidences to 
prove Him to be Another from the Father, and 
a one 


(38) 
one that miniſters to him in the Production 
of the World, as will not ſuffer us to doubt 
that he could allow only an iaferior Worſhip, 
and thought this well conſiſtent with his be- 
ing God the Son. 2: 
But tis needleſs to diſpute about the Words 
or Notions of the Fathers, any longer. For 
if all Worſhip be ſo appropriated to the One 
God, that an inferior Degree of it muſt not, 
cannot, be given to any other; and This, 
by Vertue of thoſe Declarations ſo frequent in 
the Scriptures and in the Fathers, that God 
alone is to be worſhipped ; Then God cannot 
appoint any Adoration to be paid to a Media- 
tor; Then were thoſe eAngels in the Revela- 
trons (c. 5.) guilty of Iavlatry in worſhippin 
the Lamb that was ſlain. v. 12; and St Paul, 
(1 hope, of equal Authority with any Father 
Dr V. can name,) has expreſly taught us Ido» a. 

latry, by telling us of One Mediator, at whoſe 
Name every Kee is to bow. * 


einen 


B I enter upon the particular Inſtances 
of the Dr.'s Miſrepreſentations of the 
Sentiments of the eAzte-nicenve Fathers, 1 
think it proper to obſerve, that the Dr hath 
endeavoured to explain their Sayings ſo as 
they could not intend or deſign they ſhould 
be underſtood: For when I _—__ — 
uc 


(39) 

juced thoſe Fathers, . ſaying effirmatively, 
at the Father is the only "trueGod, the 
ne only God, the one firſt, moſt high and only 
ood God; and negatively, that the Sox is 
t God over all, that he is not the ſu- 
reme God, and that 20 pious Man could 

be was ſo; that the Father is, the firſt God, 
he firſt Cauſe, the firſt Eſſence ; the Son the 
cond Cauſe and Eſſence; and that the Father 
dnly is weiee 284; properly God, with man 
hings of the like Nature; To all this he an. 
wers, with Bp Bull, that theſe things are 
ppropriated to the Father, becauſe He is yz 
mms, the Fountain of the Godhead ; and be- 
auſe of the moſt cloſe conjunction of the Son 
ith the Father. 

Now This is very alſurd and monſtrous, and 
dy no Means, applicable to this Subject. For, 
ho ever heard of a Fountain whoſe Streams 
an inward? and yet, ſaith the Bp, the Son is ge- 
derated intra eſſentiam patris; faith Dr V. in 
nd by the Eſſence of the Father: Or, whoever 
jeard of a Principle which is one and the ſame 
hing with that of which it is the Principle ? 
nd yet (faith the Dr) the Son is the one Su- 
reme God in conjunction with the Father, De- 
en. p. 46. It is, and muſt be acknowledged 
y all, that the Father alone hath all Perfecti- 
ns, and all Dominion abſolutely in and from 
imſelf, original, underived and independent 
pon any; And therefore to affirm that the 
on is the ſupreme God conjunttim with him, 
is 


7 


( go0') | 
is in Effect to ſay that the fame numerical EC 
ſence is begotten and unbegotten, derived and MM 
ande riued, dependent and yet independent on 
any; hath aJ) PerfeQtions abſolutely from it 
ſelf, and yet none at all from itſelf, But as this 
is abſurd and abſolutely unintelligible, fo if on 
the other hand we admit and aſſert (with Di- 
onzſius, Origen, Euſebius, and other eAnte-ni- 
cene Fathers) that betwixt God the Father and 
the Son there is a Difference in Eſence, or in 
Subſtance ; that they have Two arſtintt Efſen- 
ces, are two Things in Subſtance; that each 
of them have, ia, ic lar dvb a proper 
Eſence and Suhſiſtence of their own, then all 
theſe Similitudes will have a real Signification, 
and a proper Meaning; nor can any Man 
ratioually mention the cl»ſe Conjunction of 
theſe Two, without allowing two diſt inet E/- 
; 3 conjoyned. But to be more parti- 
C are |; 

I muſt obſerve that the Ante nicene Fathers 
fay, that God the Father only is, «r&=16-, dit 
ne, fc. The only ſupreme and moſt high 
God, the only God, the only true God; and 
that theſe Epithets, and the others juſt now 
mentioned, do not belong to God the Sox. 
They fay all - theſe things without the leaft 
Caution, or the leaſt Hint or Intimation of any 
ſuch Senſe, as the Poft-nicene Fathers have 
put upon their Words. And when they ſpeak 
ſo expresſly and frequently of their being 41 
ſtintt in Ejence and Subſtance, They never in- 
| timate 
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timate, that by Eſence they meant only Per- 


8 
„ 
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on ſor, that the Son was only Second ia Order but 

„dot in Eſſence. | 

WF 1 mult likewiſe obſerve, that the Two Fa- 
chers, who only uſe this Expreſſion of a»y4 946- 


40, viz, Origen and Euſebius, are the greateſt 
Adverſaries to the Dr's Sentiments; the very 
Perſons cenſured as ſuch by the Poſi-nicene 
Fathers; and uſe this very Phraſe in Oppoſi- 
tion to, and in Deſtruction of the Dr's Senti- 
<0 ents. For, A | 
1 1/t. Origen in his Commentary on St John, 
v. 47. faith, 3 nt is 9 dein: © vide x 
g the Father is the Fountain of Godbead or Di- 
— vinity, the Son is the Fountain of Reaſon. Now 
it is certain that the Son is not the Fountain, b 

imparting the ſame numerical Reaſox whic 

is in Himſelf, but by producing in us a Rea- 
ſon as much differing from his own, as divine 
Reaſon differs from humane. And thus alſo it 
is that he ſtyles the Father the Foxatain of 
Divinity, or of thoſe divine Excellencies he is 
there N of. The Magiſtrate, (ſaith He) 
is God A 443 by Participation of God, He 
being God's Ordinance, inveſted with the Pow- 
er of Life and Death from that God who kil- 
leth and maketh alive, and of that God to whom 
Vengeance belongeth, The Angels, faith he, 
are alſo ſtyled S divine, by reaſon of their 
Reſemblance to the Power and Wiſdom of 
God : But yet the Son is in a much higher 
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Manner God, wiox5 946, by the W 
F 8 


6 
3 
1 
® 


: (42 ) | 
of God, He being the Image of the Father. 
For, as he faith, p. 228. the Godhead of the 
Son 13, i, Sin & naryts, the Image of the 
Godbead of the Father. And laſth, all this is 
ſpoken to ſhew that, tho' the Father was God, 
and the Son God, yet there are not two Gods, 
but one God, even He who is in the abſolute 
Senſe 3 d God; and as our Saviour faith 
in his Prayer to him, the only true God: 
Whereas the Son is God uu &gOfe, and Axen re 
nua, the Image of the true unbegotten God, 
#pream over all. All this is ſpoken againſt 
the Hereſy of the Noetians, who for fear of 
owning two Gods, ſpake impious and falſe 
Things of Chriſt, denying him to have idler 
iolev, any proper Hſence of bis own. 
The Writer who uſes the Phraſe of Princi- 
pium and Caput, applied to the Father only, 
is Euſebius; and He does it exprefly and deſgu- 
edly to prove, that, properly ſpeaking, there is 
but one God, even he who is the unbegotten, 
the PRINCIPIUM, and the HEAD of all 
thing,; and that the Son was God, Mics: ung, 
differing in Eſſence from him who is © e, 
5 i Tels, 5 See Toy JA, 6 Im de Feds, EVE 
moſt high God, and the God over all; That no 
ious Man could ſay the Son was God over all, 
He being not Jebriy@ of equal Honour with 
tbe Father. All this is in his Demonſtrat. Evang. 
In his Books againſt Marcellus He is as ex- 
rho and clear. Thus, Eccleſ. Theolog. lib. 1. 
e proves that the Church own'd but one 
| 88 God, 


3 


(43), 
Dod, ſaying * That tho? we profeſs the Sox to 


be God, yet we own but ane God, VIZ. him 
8 who is without Beginning, unbegotten, who | 
A hath his Divinity abſo utely from himſelf, | 


and who GAVE to the Sow the Exiſtence 

£ which he hath, by whom the Son himſe | 

« confeſſes that He lives. Joh. vi. 57. v. 2. 

The Apoſtles alſo teach that God ( de is | 

the Head of Divinity, ſo that He alone is | 

« the one and only God, who i the Father of the 

© only begotten Son. Mia & ous dgxis U Kugeaig, 

Since then there is l ut one Principium and aue 

Head, bow can it be that there ſhould be 

* TWO, and nat ONE only God, even He 

© who hath- NO Superior, and to whous none 

is the CAUSE of his Exiſtence ; who po- | 

« ſeſſes a Divinity ungenerated, and wit 

6 Beginning, without monarchical Power as his 

* own Peculiar ?* He proceeds to ſhew how 

the Church aſſerts the Monarchy of the Father, 

and withal bids us call upon Marcellus to 

learn, that there being only one God unbegot- 

ten and without Beginning, and by whom the 

Son is begotten, of Neceflity there muſt be 

only one Principle, Monarchy, * and King- 

dom. And He adds, that Marcellus had no | 

Reaſon to fear that by allowing the Father, aud 

the Son, ta have TWO HYPOSTASES [or 

ſingular Eſſences, ] He ſhowld make tbem TWO 

GODS ; ſeeing we do not make them both 

EQUAL HONOUR, or WITHOUT BE. 

GINNING and UNBEGOTTEN; But | 
bY F 2 ONE 


4 
* 


ONE of them only UNBEGOTTEN, and 
WITHOUT BEGINNING, the OTHER 
BEGOTTEN and owning the Father as "bis 


| 
| 


are two diſtinèt Eſſences, and therefore are 


TI * 


PRINCIPLE, Sc. And Chap. 23. P. 141. 
He faith, The Church doth not teach TWO 
GODS, For it believes not that there be TWO 
UNBEGOTTEN, or WITHOUT BEGIN- 
NING, vr TWO of EQUAL HONOUR, 
adverſe to each other, and therefore not TWO 
GODS, but, Ala, dexar, one Principle, the Fa- 
ther of his beloved only begotten Son. When 
I conſider rheſe plain and full Expreſſions, ſo 
frequently appropriating this (wie a«gx3) one 
principium, to God the Father only, even to 
the one unbegotten God, who is fine principio, 
and declaring this to be the Doctrine of the 
Church; I cannot ſufficiently admire the Cox- 
FIDENCE of Dr Waterland, in referring us 
(as I am ſure he ſomewhere doth) to theſe ve- 
ry Places for Confirmation of his Sentt- 
ments; whereas they perfectly deſtroy bis, 
and eſtabliſh the Sentiments of his OP- 
nents. They perfectly deſtroy his Scheme, by 
aſſerting (1.) That the Father and the Son 


not one in Eſſence. adh. That they are not 
loom: Of equal Honour, and fo they cannot 
be coequal. 34ly. That the Father only is, 
ap H . without Beginning, and not 
derived. And they as fully do eſtabliſh the 
contrary Doctrine, being all deſigned to ſhew 
that tho the Church o ned Chriſt to be God; 


yet 


647 
ret it aſſerted but one God, even the Father of 
ur Lord Jeſus Chriſt, and look'd upon the Son, 
Who” called God, yet as inferior and ſubordinate 
o Him. * 
Secondly, Another Fallacy He puts upon the 
Reader is by uſing the Words [God of GodJand 
Light of Light ] to import the Conſubſtantiality 
ind Unity of” Subſtance betwixt the Father and 
he Son; whereas both Origen and Euſevius 
put a far different, and even contrary ſenſe 
pon them, Origen, (diſputing againſt the 
Noetians, who ſaid that the Father and Son 
li ffered not in Eſſence, becauſe they were both 
alled Lights, anſwers, They were gd. ed two 
Lights,the Son being a Light ſhining in Darkneſs, 
be Father a Light, in whom there was no 
Darkneſs ar all, | 
Euſebius ſaith v y4yermulver Ws 7% $47 d ie, that 
bich is begotten of God is God. Contra Mar- 
ellum, He faith the Example of Light of 
ight is not exact; for Light proceeds from 
ight, „ le Te«44om, not by Choice, but from 
ceſſty of Nature; whereas the Son proceed- 
d from the Father according to bis Council and 
oice, CrnnSeis yep 5 380; yeyimle walle, for God, 
willingly (or by Choice) became 4 Father. 

And 1ff, as to the Co-eternity of the Fa- 
her and the Son, I had left him to conteſt it 
ith honeſt Mr Whifton;, but finding that he 
math not only with his uſual Confidence repre- 
ented this as the Primitive and Catholick Faith 
even 
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even againſt the cleareſt Evidence of many ex- 
preſs Tellimonies to the contrary, and alſo 4. 

ainſt the concurrent Judgment of ſeveral very 
learned Men both Proteſtants and 3 
have expreſly and poſitively affirmed the con. 
trary; but, after his uſual manner, hath per- 
verted almoſt all the Teſtimonies they had al. 
ledged againſt it; I ſhall therefore proceed to 
ſet down their ingenuous Con feſſions, and then 
confirm the Truth of them in oppoſition to hi 
Sopbiſtry. 

In the Leyden Edition of Lactantius, This is 
reckoned as one of his Miſtakes, that he denyed 
the Eternity of the Son of God. The learned 
and judicious Dr Cave ſaith, That * this Error 
in him will be eaſily pardoned by them who 
* conſider candidly the Ignorance of the Ag 
© in which he lived, wherein this Doctrine had 
not been clearly explained, nor defined by the 
* Decrees of Synods; and in which he had 
* 6«+{jess, complures præcedentium ſxculorum 
* patres, moſt of the Fathers of the precedin 
Ages of the ſame ae with him. 
Which Words I have fully cleared from the 
Evafions of the Dr, Part the 1ſf, Sef. 3. 

Huetius, among the Fathers who ſpake amiſ 
concerning the Generation of the Son, reckons 
Tuſtin, Athenagoras, Tatian, Theophilus of Anti 
och, Tertullian and Lactantius, all of then 
ſaying, that when God meditated the Creation 
of the World, He then produced bis Word, whom 
eps | he 
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e would uſe as his Miniſter in the Production 


it. 

And this almoſt all the Ante-nicene Fathers 
«duce from theſe Words (Prov. viii. 22.) The 
ord created me in the Beginning of bis Ways 
opter opera fua. See many of the Fathers 
ted, Diſſert. in locum. Ambianas in his Notes 
don Tertullian, ingenuouſly confeſſeth, that 
dme of the Ante-nicene Fathers ſpake doubt fully 
f the Son's Eternity; and that ſome of them 
efaced to Arius almoſt in the ſame Words, 
o* not in the ſame Senſe. Seeing now after 
| theſe Confeſſions, the Dr. undertakes to de- 
2nd almoſt all the Fathers mentioned by Hue- 
r, I ſhall therefore | 

x. Lay down the true State of the Queſtion. 
nd then, | 

2dly, Iwill conſider what the Dr. hath of. 
red in their Defence, 
The Queſtion than is This; Whether the 
perality of the Ante-nicene Fathers did aſſert 
e proper Eternity of the Son of God, decla- 
ng that they believed him Co-eternal with 
e Father. Now to be thus eternal in the ſtrict᷑ 
d proper import of the Word is, faith Ter- 
lian, to be © non natus, & ſine initio, ” not 
pru and without beginning, For, ſaith he, 
quis alius #ternitatis ſtatus, quam ſemper fu- 
iſſe ex prerogativa naturæ, ſine initio ; “ evi- 
ntly aſſerting, that That only is eternal which 
om the Prerogative of its Nature did always 


exiſt, 


| 
| 
| 


FTalſbood for this Aſſertion by any. The Bi 
| ſhops, Preſbyters and Deacons, who wrote tc 
Alexander Biſhop of Alexandria, declare ti 
him that they had beard Him preaching thi 


the Teſtimonies Dr. Warerland hath produ 


fore ſufficient to. prove the Son to have exiſted 


ginning, but that every one will confeſs this. 


Eaftern Church taught that the Father exiſted 
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exiſt, and without beginning. It is not there. N 


> 


ſtridiy from Eternity, in the abſolute Senſe o 
that Word, to allege that ſome of the Ante. 
nicene Fathers ſay, He was begotten before all 
Time or Ages; for this Arius himlelt expreſſ 
ſays, and fo do all the Councils, which are re. 
uted Favourers of Arianiſm, freely grant, as 
a juſt and neceſſary Conſequence of their avow- 
ed Doctrine, that God by him made the World, 
Euſebius faith once and again, that He was with 
the Father before all Ages; and yet in the ſame 
Chapter he faith, not only that the Father ex- 
iſted before the Son, and was without a He. 


Aris in his Epiſtles cites not only many? 
ſingle Biſhops agreeing with him in this Dof 
ctrine, but. poſitively aſſerts, that the wwhok 
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before the Son, .nor was he ever charged with 


Doctrine in his own Church, THAT THE 
FATHER DID EXIST BEFOR 
THE SON. | 

Now this one Obſervation anſwers moſt of 


ced on this Subject. He cites the /ix Biſhops 
of Antioch, ſaying that the Father begat the 
801 
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Son before all Ages, = u vd d Which 
yet even Arius, and all the Councils reputed 
S-mi- Arians, do alſo ſay ; but then the ſame 
Biſhops add, * That the Faith delivered 
to the Church from the Beginning, and 
« preſerved in the holy Catholick Church to 
« that very day, yea the Faith preached by 
© the Apoſtles from the Law, the Prophets, 
and the New Teſtament was this, #74 3:3; 
© .yunll& Us x dae, c. That there was 
© one unbegotten God without Beginning, whoſe 
Son was begotten, the only begotten Image 
© of the inviſible God, and the Fir/{-born of the 
© whole Creation. Whence it is fully evident, 
that in the Judgment of theſe Fathers, the 
Faith preach'd by the Apoſtles, delivered to the 
Catholick Church from the Beginning, and fo 
W preſerved to their Days, was this; that the 
Father alone was, à Sg dyagy,@&, the God that 
was without Beginning. 

Tertullian, in his Book againſt Hermogenes, 
wrote againſt his Opinion of the eternal Exiſt- 
-unce of Matter; which, Harmogenes endea- 
vour'd to confirm by this Argument, that 

od was Dominus, Lord from ali eternity, and 
therefore there muſt be. always ſomething, 
ujus eſſet Dominus, over which he muſt have 
Dominion. To this Tertullian anſwers, * that 
God was always God, but was not always 
Lord, but then only when thoſe things were 
produced, over which he could have Dami- 
21 In like manner, faith He, God is 

G Father, 
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&« peculiar io one, even to the anus Deus ex 


| F 
« Father, and God is Judge, but He was not 
always Father, and always Judge; tor He 
could not be a Father before he had a Son; 
nor a Judge before there was an Offence i 
committed; fuit autem tempus quando nec 
delictum quod judicem, acc filizs fuit, qui 
Deum Patrem faceret ; but there was 4 
time wh:n there was neither any Offence 
which could make him a Judge, nor a Son 
who coula make God a Father, And in like 
manner, He was not always Lord, but was 
to be ſo after the Production of thoſe things 
over which He was to have Dominion; 
* quemadmodum pen Pater fuit, as He v 
* afterwards a Father by having a Son; for 
* He could not be a Father till He had a 
© Son.* He proceeds thus, that, if Mat- 
© ter could be eternal, it muſt be, innata, & 
© fine Principio, unborn, and without Begin. 
ning; Whereas, ſaith he, this properly is 
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* quo omnia, ove God from whom are all 
* things. As ſoon, ſaith He, as God faw 
* Wiſdom neceſſary for the Production of the 
World, He preſently produced, and gene- 
rated her in himſelf, according to thoſe 
Words, The Lord created me in the Begin. 
« aing of his Maas, propter opera ſua, for hit 
* Works, Let then Hermogenes acknowledge, 
* that Wiſuam is declared to be produced, ne 
© quid innatum aut inconditum præter ſolum 
Deum (Patrem) crederetur. For if M, 

* dom 
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dom [which is the ſame with the Word] 
confeſſeth herſelf to have had a Nativity, 
quale eſt quod filio Nei aliquid eſſet, præter 
Patrem antiquius, how abſurd is it to con- 
ceive that any thing ſhould be more ANTI- 
ENT than the Son befides the Father? Cap. 
18, 29, and again Cap. 45. The Prophets 
and the Apoll teach that Wiſdom was 
firſt produced | the Beginning of . his Ways 
fer lis Works, and that afterwards the Nord 
was generated, by which all things were 
made. Now that the Word had a Nativi- 
ty, He proves from theſe Words of the 
Plalmiſt, eructavit cor meum verbum opti- 
mum, my heart hath brought forth a good 
Ward. | 
In his Book againſt Praxeas He begins to 
gue from the Dſpogfition, in which God was 
ore the Production of the World, ad »/que 
ii generationem ; ſaying, that til] then the 
Father was alone, that is, without & Son 
hen generated, as having then nothing, ex- 
ra ſeipſum, without himſelf ; * Whence it 
manitelt, that according to the Opinion of 
rtullian, the Generation of the Son was the 


e duct ion of him, extra patrem ; that whilſt 
„. was i him, He was only generated, in 
i Wit at, in thought; and only, cum effects, 
geh effect, when He proceeded from him: 


that He was not, Sermocinalis in primordio, 

Froducer of the Word in the Beginning, but 

at he was, rationalis etiam ante primardium, 
G 2 bad 
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had the Word in him before the ar rs © 
that is, before his Generation. Theſe Words 
forced Pierius to confeſs ingenuouſly the A- 
greement in Notion in Arius and Tertullian; 
Arins's Aphoriſm being this, iv J 8x "; 
which. in Tertulliau's Latin is, tempus fuit 
quando filius non fuit, there was a time when 
the Son was not. Ambianas Cries Out, © ec- 
& quid Arius amplius. * what could Arius ſa) 
more? Petavius ſays, illum Hæreſin Arianam 
impietate & abſuraitate ſuperaſſe, that he ex 
ceeded the Hereſy of the Arians in-impiety and 
abſurdity. But notwithſtanding all theſe plain 
Confeſſions, and all that the very learned Hut. 
tius, and Dr Cave, can ſay upon this Subject, Dr 
Watcrland with his. uſual Confidence remains 
very poſitive, that all the Ante-nicene Father 
fledfaftly believed the Coeternity of God the 
Son with his Father. Now to give a Check 
to this Ob/zinacy againſt the cleareſt Evidence, 
I ſhall proceed to put Tertullian's Arguments 
into Syllogiſms, and leave the Dr, if he dare 
to apply undiſguiſed Anſwers to them. 

Arg. 1. He that was not always Father, 
had not a coeternal Son; but God was na 
always Father—Ergo. | 

Arg. 2. He that was always God, N poſt 
modum Pater futurus, and was efterwaras it 
be a Father, was not always ſo. But Gol 
Was always God, and afterwards to be a Fa 
ther. Ergo, | 


1 
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eArg. 3. If there was a time when the Son 
of God was not, He was not cocternal with 
the Father. But, Tertullian aſſerts, tempus fuit 
quando filius non fuit, there Was 4 time whe 
the Son Was not.—-Ergo. | ; 

Arg. 4. He that was, antiquior filo Dei, 
older then the Son of God, had not a coeternal 
Son. But the Father was antiquior filio Dei, 
more antient than his Son, Ergo. 

Arg. 5. He that was not, innatus & ſine 
initio, without Nativity, and without Begin- 
ung, was not eternal (according to Tertullians 
Definition of Eternit),) But the Son was not 
innatus & fine initio, this being (faith he) 
peculiar to God the Father. Ergo. 

Arg. 6. He that was alone, aduſq; generatio- 
nem filii, till he had generated a Son, had not 
a coeternal Son, nor had he always generated 
a Son; But God was alone, till he had gene- 
rated a Son. Ergo. 

The Dr hath borrowed an Evaſion from Bp 
Bull, which He thinks, will afford an Anſwer 
to ſome of theſe Arguments; and it begins | 
with his uſual Preface, It i's well known ; Def. 2. 
which is his conſtant Introduction either to 
things unknown, or uncertain, or to things 
Platuly falſe—“ It is well known (faith he) 
among the Learned that there was a three- 
fold Generation of the Son. The 

* 1/t, eAnd the moſt proper Filiation and 
Generation # his eternally exiſting in and 
* of the Father. Behold now whey the 

ee 


* 


„. 
Generation of the Son amounts to! even to 

no more than one of the eſſential Attributes of 
| God; They having all an eternal exiſtence in 
7? and of God, as being the Attributes of God. 
He goes on thus: 

His ſecond Generation was his Condeſcenſi 
on, Manifeſtation, Coming forth, as is were, 
(tbo' never ſeparated or divided from him) ta 
create the World : This was in time, &c. 

To this I anſwer fr/t, That whereas he only 
owns that the Ante-nicene Fathers were more 

| ſparing in ſpeaking of the firſt, the eternal Ge- 
neration * and this only ” as to the Terms, or 

Phraſe, not to the Thing it ſelf; 1 confidently af 

firm, (becauſe I know it to be ſo in Fact) that 

not one of them have ever made mention either 
of the Phraſe or the Thing. Nay one of them 
expreſly ſaith, in flat Contradiction to him, 
that his coming forth to create the World was 
his, prima Nativitas, firſt Nativity. And what 
can be more appoſite to this Purpoſe than theſe 

Words, antequam Deus, before God the Father 

of all things began the Frodufion of the World, 

produxit ſanctum & incorruptibilem Spiritum, 
quem filium nuncuparet, He produced an holy 
and incorruptible Stirit, whom be call'd his Son. 

Lactan. I. 4. c. 6. And again, I. 2. cap. 8. ante- 

quam ordiretur Deus hoc opus mundi, beſore God 

would begin the Production of the World, He produ- 
ced a Spirit like bimſelf,qui eſſet Virtutibus Dei 
Patris præditus, who was endued with the Virtues 


of 
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God His Father. And this Tertullian proves 
rom the Diſpoſition in which God was before 
he Production of the World, aduſq; filii genera- 
ionem, till the Generation of his Son; that is, as 
e himſelf explains it, till be ſaid, fiat lux, Let 
bere belig /t. Whilſt God was alone, Wiſdom, faith 
e, was only, condita ad cogitatum, ſed non 
d effectum, produced in thought, or Deſignati- 
dn, but not, actually, or in effeF: But ler- 
vards the Word was, ex Deo prolatus, & pro- 
atione generatus, & idcirco Dei filius, & Deus 
lictus, brought forth from God, and by that 
prolation generated, and therefore was called 
be Son of God, and God. What Words can 
ay more plainly than Theſe, that before zhjs 
prolation He was not the Son of God? Metho- 
lius ſaith, that God the Father is greg; a, a 
brincipium without beginning, an Appellation 
no where applied to the Son, and yet very 

roperly applicable to Him, had he been Co- e- 
qual to the Father, and Co- eternal. c 

Novatian not only puts this Diſtinction be- 
wixt the Father and the Son, that, the Fa- 
ber was innatus, but the Son was natus, the 
Father unbegotten and the Son begotten; the 
ather was without any Original, the Son had 
an Original; (plainly intimating that upon 
heſe Accounts they could not be Co-equal) 
but adds that, quando pater voluit, filius natus 
ſt; quando voluit, proceſſit ex patre. How ab- 


urd now is it by a Strange diet to in- 
terpret 
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| terpret theſe Words thus, when the Son 14: : 
born ant proceeded from the Father, the Faihe: h 
willed, that is, apf roved of it? But of this! f 


have ſpoken enough already. Tarian not on. 
ly ſaith that the Son proceeded from the Father, 
Senf als, by bis Will, but declares that at 
firſt the Father was alone, there being nothing 
exiſtent wich bim, tho all things might be ſaid ) 
to be exiſtent with him, x dvli; d aiy@, even the 
1 Word it ſelf, by reaſun of that Power which was 
1 in him to give Subſiſtence to them: the Son be- 
= ing produced, Ie Tis avy ming ura by the ratio- 
nal Power of the Father, which he bad in bin. 
ſelf, of producing all things. Theophilus Anti. 
ochenus declares, that God was alone in the Be. 
ginning, and the Word was in him, and that 
- afterwards the Word was God, as being begotten 
y God. The learned Biſhop is forced to own, 
that Theophilus here ſpeaks of a Generation 
which was but a lutle before the World began; 
but this (faith he) was only a Metaphorical Ge- 
neration. He therefore invented the former 
Generation ; and the Dr. has blindly followed 
Him in it, notwithſtanding that I had in my 
Diſq; Mod. ſhewn that neither Theophilis, nor 
any of the Ante-nicene Fathers elſewhere made 
the leaſt -mention of it. Nor could theſe 
Words provoke the Dr. to offer one ſingle in- 
ſtance to the contrary, or to give us any other 
Arguments to confirm this Invention, but thoſe 
lorrowed from the learned Bp. Bull (which are 
PE | | fully 
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fully anſwered by me, Diſq. Mod. p. 51, 52.) Ha- 
ving ſaid not one Word in Coufutation of what J 
have there alleged. Juſtin. M. in his Pareneſes 
ſpeaks fully to this Subject, ſaying, that Plato writ 


"WE the ſame as Moſes did, enquiring what that Being 
TO was which always did exiſt, and ſo was not genera- 
ted. For tho' Plato ſtyles him, 73%, and Moſes, d ds, 
SWF yet both ſpeak of, d K Nes, that one only God, 
* who is there ſtyled, S. * dd unbegot- 


ten and eternal; du Vg #51 war@y o del , x N 
wh v for He only is that Perſon who always ex- 
iſted, and was never generated. 


— 


SECT. III. 


H E Account which Dr V. gives us of the Do- 
74 arine, and the Poſitions of the Arians, is fuch 
as renders almoſt all the Ante-nicene Fathers, eithet 
in expreſs Words, or by immediate Conſequence, 
guilty of Arianiſm. For J have fully proved from 
Juſtin M. down to Lactantius, that they all fall un- 
der ſome of his Characters of Arianiſin, and aſſert- 


red ſome of thoſe Poſitions, which he with an un- 
common Aſſurance is pleaſed to appropriate to 
Phat Sedt. I mention'd not eArnobius, becauſe he 


was 2 Perſon not yet admitted ints the Church 
when He wrote His Book, But conſidering that, 
upon the Writing of this Book, he was received 
as a genuine and Orthodox Member of the Church, 
it affords the ſtrongeſt Demonſtration, that this Do- 
arine of Dr. V. had not then obtained. For his 
Deſcription of the Father is this; that He is the 
chief King and Prince, the Supreme God, and Lord 
of all things, ſummitas omnium ſummorum, the 
higheſt of all that were 12. And of the Son, 

H tho 
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tho' he owns that he is 4 true God, and certainly 
therefore God, without any Ambiguity or Doubt. 
fulneſs; yer, faith he, is He ſent to us from the 
bigbeſt King, and the chiefeſt Prince, and as Mi 
niſter ¶ſupremi numinis, ] of the Supreme Deity, 
Which demonſtrates him to be another from the 
Father; and that he was Inferior to the Supreme 
God, whoſe Miniſter He was, and by whom He was 
_ 

Again, he ſays: It is known to all Mankind, that 
the ſupreme God was neither begotten, nor bad any 
Nativity, And again; we all own that there is one 
Parent of all things, who alone is immortal, and 
unbepotten, 

Moreover; either all theſe Ante-nicene Fathers, 
who ſpake in this manner of the Generation of the 
Son, did belie ve the Son to be a Creature, or they 
did not. If Dr V. ſaith they did; he eftabliſh- 
eth what he condemns, and in effect pronounceth 
That to have been the Catholick Faith, which 
was condemned as Hereſy by the Nicene Council 
If they dd nat, (as certainly they did not,) then 
it is certain that all the Arguments the Dr hath pro- 
duced againſt others, for ſaying the ſame thing 
which theſe Fathers had faid before them, are 
bighly injurious to them all. 4 

And it is evident that no Man can paſs any cer- 

tain Judgment in this Caſe; ſince, ex ignotis ni- 
hil niſi ignotum ſequitür, from things unknown, 
not hing can certainly be known, Now all the Fa 
tbers, whether Orthodox or otherwiſe, have de- 
clared that the Generation of the Son of God is, 
unſpeakable, unknown to us, and, as Ireneus faith, 
known only to bim that begat him, and unto bin 
who tas begotten,” Yee many Teſtimonies to his 
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ſuſpe&ed as a Favourer of Arianiſm, declares, that 
They are to be reprehended, who dare to pronounce 
the Son to be, xlioua, a Creature; or proceeding, 
& S Way opoies rg Nr xliopacy from things not 
exiſtent, as all other Creatures did ;, this bring b igb- 


him; aſſerting that all things were made by him, and 
ſo diftinguiſhing him from all Things that were made, 
and declaring him to be uo the only begotten 
of God. He adds, that © They declare him not to 
be the Son of God, who ſaid that He was a Crea- 
* ture, or was produced g yy drr. 

Laſtly, Hence we may learn how falſly Dr 2 
aſſerts, that His Opponents, when They ſpeak in 
that general unlimited way that They do, run mani- 
feſtiy counter to the whole Stream of Antiquity. ” 
See from p. 393, to 396. 

Moreover whereas He faith, p. 144, 145. this 
was a Maxim in the Church Jen Tears before the 
Council of Nice, rbat the Father was always a Fa- 
ther, &c. In the Senſe of rhoſe Fathers, from 
whom he infers this, it makes againſt him, For 
they do not fay that he was co-eternal with the 
Father, but only that after his Generation He was 


was always with the Father, ne Pater non ſe 

ſit Pater, cap. 31. Yet in the ſame Place He 
makes this Diſtinction betwixt the Father and the 
Son, that the Father was without Original and 
Beginning, hut the Son was not; with many 
things of a like Nature, cited Diſq. Modeſts, p. 
166. Then he adds this Interpretation of the 
word [ Semper ;] filing qui ante omne tempus e. 


ſemper 


ly oppoſite to what the Scriptures have declared of 


Effed in my Deſcant on theſe Words, Ifa. 53. Who 
can declare bis Generation? Euſebius, who is moſt - 
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always with him. Thus Novatian ſaith, the don 
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ſemper in Patre fuiſſe dicendus eſt; and concludes 
thus; He that was IN the Father, becauſe He came 
from the Father, cum Patre poſtmodum fuit, 9 
afterwards with the Father. Euſebius faith, that 
the Son was begotten before all Ages; and, being 
begotten, gui del T F4TC was always with the 
Father. And yet in the ſame Place He adds, that he 
was not with the Father, ag us, without beginning, 


as being the begotten Son of the unbegotten Father; 
For no Man can be ignorant that the Father bad bis 


' Exiſtence and Subſiſtence before the Son. Dem. E. 


Dan. 1 5. p- 21 5. 

The ſame Arti ſices hath Dr W. uſed, and the ſame 
Falſe Gloſſes hath he put upon the Doctrine of the 
Sabellians ;, with this View doubtleſs, that his own 
Dactrine, which is moſt certainly the Old Sabelli- 
aniſm, might be concealed under his Diſguiſes. For 

1/7, He faith, that Sabell;aniſm conſiſts in ma- 
king the Father and the Son poroneouna; one Hy- 
poſtaſis, or one in Perſon, p. 87. and p. 111. He adds, 
that the Diſpute betwixt them, and the Catholicks 
was, —whether the Father and the Son 1were one and 
th: ſame Hypoſtaſis, or one Perſon. So thro? the 
whole Book, p. 361, 384, 416. Whereas *tis evi 


dent that the true Sabellian Doctrine was this, that the 


| Father, Son, and H. Ghoſt, were rauroge and pores 


/ Yownthatis, of one and the ſame Subſtance, and only ont 
' Hypoſtaſis, as That always fignify'd with them one 
| ſongular exiſtent Eſſence, not Perſon, — This I prove 


F 


: 


i/t, From two unexceptionable Witneſſes, 


| viz. from theſe Words of Dr Cudworth—* The 
© Catholick Ante-nicene Fathers did all of them 


* zealouſly condemn Sabellianiſm, the Doctrine 


\ © whereof was no other but this, that the Fa- 
| * ther, Son, and H. Ghoſt were but one Hypo- 


” ſtaſis, 


A 


(655) 
| fas, or ſingular individual Eſſence; and 
13 that they were indeed but three 
ſeveral Names, Notions, or Modes of th 
ſame Thing, The learned Bp Bull ſaith, 
It is certain, that Sa ellius would never have 0 
owned the buedeny, or Con bft flaxtiality, but 
only umd ιẽ Or Identit * of Vence in Father, 
Son and H. Ghoſt. 
za, This will be further evident from the 
plain Words both of the Ante-nicene and Poff- 
nicene Fathers. Euſebius ſaith, it is manifeſt, 
that Marcellus fell into the Sabellian Hereſy, 
becauſe he aſſerted that the Son was the ſame 
1 ence, or Hypoſtaſis, with the Father. 4 
anafiu us faith, he id not think the Father and 
Son to be of the ſame Subſtance, or Fſſence, 
as the Sabellians do. And Epiphanius adds, 
that he did not ſay the Son is zwado:&, of the 
ſame Eſſence with the Father, leaſt the Uſe of 
that Word ſhould render us like to the Sabelli- 
ans, And whereas Dr. IV, repreſents the Con- 
troverſy betwixt them and the Catholicks to 
be only this, whether the Father and the Son 
were one Perſon ; Athanaſeus, in his Tract 
contra Sabellium, truly ſaith, that they held 
them both to be —— of che [ame T, 
and upon that Account, or as a quent of 
that, zo be in reality uweorerghawnre, but one Peri; 
They deny (faith he) the Son to be God of God, 
Iran d duany ayo gacir, and 1 that be e's 
the Son is one God. Ae in his Exp. _ 


1 2 *, 
> 1 
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| ( 66 ) 
pag; 41. he declares, that they held the Son 
to be he, , Of one and the ſame Subſtance 
with the Father, and not conſubſtantial to 

him; by this, taking away the Exiſtence 

the Son. | 
2dly. Both the Ante and Poſt-nicene Fathers 
declared, that according to the Doctrine of 
Sabellius, Chriſt difter'd from the Father ra- 
ther in Name than Nature; and that by aſ- 
ſerting him to be one in Subſtance, and Hypo- 
ſtaſis, or {ingular Exiſtence, with the Father, 
they left him only the Name of God, but de- 
nyed him to have any proper Subſtance or Hy- 
Poſtaſis. . We have heard Athanaſius ſaying 
that they deſtroyed, 2 Ine, the very being of 
the Son of God: St Baſil declares that, they 
took away, Tir dug, his Exiſtence, Hence 
wWe may learn how falſly the Dr faith, P. 415, 
416. that the Sabelliaus and Catholicks were 
| agreed in this, that Gad was incarnate, the 
divine Nature perſonally united to the Man 
Chriſt Jeſus. Whereas the main Queſtion be- 
tween them was, whether the Father him- 
ſelf in Conſequence of the Sabellian Princi- 
' ples, was not incarnate. Hence both Tertulli- 
an and Novatian endeavour, firft, to prove 
- againſt them that the Son was God, and then, 

that He was alins a Patre. 

34%, This will be yet farther evident from 
this Conſideration, that all the Greek Writers 
who oppoſed the Doctrine of Noetus and Sa- 
Lellius, are zealous Aſſertors of the Diverſity 

| 7 not 


— . 
* 


rn 


COT. 
not only of the Perſons, but of the Eſſences 
and Natures of the Father and the Son. 0. | | 
rigen was a profeſs'd Enemy to the Doctrine 
Metus; and he aſſerts that the Son was, 
. ins, another in Eſence, from the Father, | 
and was not to be compared to him in Eſſence, | 
1 Power, Dignity or Godhead : And that the | 
- Wl Godhead of the Son is but the IMAGE of | 
= WH tbe Father's Godhead. Diomſius Alex. was 
r, another of their Adverſaries; and he (faith 
St Bafil;,) laid the Foundation of the Hereſy 
— of the eAnomeans, aſſerting that there was in 
the Sacred Trinity, Dagoegy ri; idle, a Diverſity 
of | Eſſence, a leſſer Degree of Power, and 4 
Difference of Glory. Euſebius was choſen by 
the Council of Conſtantinople to confute Mar- 
cellus, (who (faith Petavizs,) out of Zeal a- 
gainſt eArianiſm, became a Sabellian;) He 
declares that he will write nothing of bis ewes 
Head, but ſet forth only the Doctrine of the 
Church : And yet when Marcellus had cenſu- 
red ſome of the Fathers for ſaying that, the 
Father aud the Son were, h v oils, diverſe 
in Subſtance, and had two Eſſences; and o- 
thers for ſaying the 8. Trinity had three E, 
ſences, Euſebius replies, that he wrongly cen- 
ſured them; for that they only maintained 
That which was the ſound Dattrine of the 
Catholick Church. Dr Cudworth was a very 
able Judge in this Caſe; and he fairly hints 
the ſame in theſe Words; © When the Trini- 


* ty of three Hypoſtaſes, and one ſpecifick 
I 2 Eſſence 
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* Efſence came to be diſcharged as Tritheiſm, 
there ſtarted up in the Room of it the other 
© Trinity of Perſons numerically the ſame, 
_ © or, having one and the ſame ſingular exilt- 
« ent Effence [Dr Waterland's upſtart Notion 
of the Trinity] which ſeems not to have been 
_ © eftabliſh'd by any publick Authority of the 
Church, ſave that of the 4th | Lateran 
Council, that very Council, which at the 
« ſame Time eſtabliſhed Tranſulftantiation. 
Two Things are farther conſiderable in 
(It.) That both the ſame, and other Fa- 
thers, diſputing againſt the Doctrine of the 
Sabellians, and anſwering their chief Ob- 
jections, viz. that the Aſſertions of the Ca- 
tholicks introduced two or three Gods, They 
did not anſwer, as Dr V. and ſome of his 
Poſt-nicene Fathers do, that Gad the Father, 
San, and H. Ghoſt, are one and the ſame God, 
but that their Doctrine did not introduce t un 
Gode; That they did not think the Father 
and the Son were of the fame Mypoſi als or ſin- 
gular Eſſence; that they held the Son was nat 
equat to the Father; ae He was not 1ebnu@ 
equal in Honour to him; that He was ſubordinate 
to him, and really an Image of God, and there- 
fore God, becauſe He was in all things like un- 
fo him, as hath been fully proved already. 
| 2dly. In Anſwer to their principal Objecti- 


on from thoſe Words of Scripture, ¶ I and the 
Father are one] they do not ſay with * 
nn . 


Glory, which we here 
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that they are one in Efence 
Perſon ; but with the Council of  a4»tioch, | 
that they are, zi wir d 75 & ders bs, 
three in Subſtance, but in Concord Que, Thus 
Origen anſwers that, the Will of the Sox is 
invariable from that of the Father, ſo that 
they are nd more two, but ONE Will; and 
this Unity of Will is the Cauſe of this Say- 
ing of Chriſt, I and the | Father are One, 
ind again, If (faith. be) any one. thinks by 
citing theſe Words I favour the Opinion of 
them who take away e ,,. \the two 
Subſlances of the Father and the Son, 
him conſider for Explication of them, theſe 
Words, the Believers were 
and one Soul: and then adds, 1 
Vere, * Ie dm nyeypars, I thing in 
ſtance, but one in Concord, and in Sameneſs 
of Will.“ Euſebius explains it by the Prayer 
f Chriſt for his Apoſtles, 
e, 40 J, Father, am in thee, and thou in ne; 
hence, ſaith he, it appe 
ot of an Unity, a e, 45 t Sulſtance, 
uit xg xomoyiey Tis Ene, as to that Communion 
after ſhall enjoy with 
em. Tertullian faith, i Chriſt bad ſaid, I 
ND THE FATHER ARE [ unus] ONE, 
at might have favoured their Opinion, be- 
uſe THAT bears the Signification of the 
gular Namber ; but he only ſaith, unum ſu- 
us, we are one thing; Which Words refer, 
on ad ſingularitatem, #94 to SINGULARI- 


7 


p tho”-not. one in \ 


PT — 


let 


of ane Heart 


that they all may be 
ars that He ſpeaks 


I. 


e e 
I, but to Unity, to Similitude, to Conjun- 
ction, to the OBSEQUIOUSNESS of the Son, 
who always does the Will of the Father : By 
ſaying, I and the Father are one, He ſhews 
whom He equals and joins. Now it is certain, 
that when Singularity is denyed, the Unity t 
owned cannot be that of one ſingle numerical t. 
Eſſence, for ſuch an Eſſence cannot be proper- 
ly fajd to be like and equal to itſelf, but only MI , 
to ſome other. Novatian anfwers to this Ob. g 
jection in theſe Words, They refer not to ay 
Unity of PERSON, but of SOCIETY, of 
Concord, of Sentiment and Charity) ; And this 
_ Unity he explains by thoſe Words of the A- 
poſtle Paul to the Corinthians, I have planted, 
and eApollos watered: but he that planted and 
be that watered are once; not certainly in Per. 
fon or Singularity of Eſſence. | | 
Upon this Pamelius honeſtly faith, © I fear 
© not to aver, that Novatian hath here erred, 
© becauſe He not only makes no Mention of 
_ © the Communion of Eſſence betwixt the Fa- 
© ther and the Son, but uſes here an Example 
© rather contrary to it. But the Dr defends 
him by faying, He had ſaid this in Effect be- 
fore; as if any wiſe Writer, profeſſedly un- 
dertaking to anſwer the chief Objection of his 
Adverſary, would neglect the only pertinent 
Anſwer to it, without referring to what He 
had faid before ; and inſiſt wholly on an An. 
ſwer which was erroneous, and contrary to 
the Deciſions of the Chucrh. 


of 
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Laftly, The fulleſt and moſt certain Evidence 
that the Doctrine of Sabellius took away the 
two Natures of God the Father and the Son, 
denying them to differ in Eſſence, and allowing 
no true divine Eſſence to the Son, ariſeth from 
the Deſcription, which Origen hath given us of 
the Hereſy of Noetus, which was the ſame with 
that of Sabellius, For, 

1/t, He declares, that they did #vo"pvous f; 
deſtroy the two Natures of God the Father, and 
the Son, raſbly aſſerting againſt the generality 
of Chriſtians, that the Son was 3 ini mac: 34%; God 
over all: And in Oppoſition to them faith, that 
this was raſbly and erroneouſly ſaid by them ; 
for that the Father and the Son were % dere 
maya] wo Thing in Subſtance ; Contr. 
Celſum. I. 8. p. 386, 387. | 

2dly, In his Commentary on St. Matthew he 
faith, they ſpake falſe Things of God, and con- 
founded the Conception of God the Father 
and the Son, making them one in Hpoſtaſit 
(or ſingular Eſſence,) and dividing the one Sub- 
je& in Conception only, and in Names, And 
further ſaith of the ſame Perſons, that they do 
not ſhew whether by their Notion of being one 
in Hypoſtalis, they had only rwo Conceptions 
manifeſted by two Names; or whether, u. 
nr cy ale, two things can be expreſſed by them: 
That is, they do not ſhew whether they are Noe- 
ian, or Ort bodox. And in his Commentary on 
st. 7obn's Goſpel, p. 46, 47. He ſpeakes of 


ſome, 
. 


. ſe 
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forme, vir. Noerians, 3 out - of fea Teaſt 
ſhould own 'two'God"s, denyed the Divini 
— of che Son: And he anſwers this Scruple 
thus; That 3 , God with an Article, ſignit 
him whom Chriſt ſtiles the only true God; and 
that the . is only God without an Article, 
being only conffituted God, wnys d, by tt 
Participation * Divine Nature, tho in: 
much higher ee than all others who an 
called, Gods, 1s dark the firſf-begotten of eve 
77 Creature, and the hnage of God, ue w 
with God in rhe Beginning, Ich. i. 4: He A 
putes againſt the ſame Hereticks, who denyed the 
proper Hypoſtaſjs and Subliſtence of the Sor 
and made his Production to conſiſt in Syllable 
or in a Name only ; and againſt them he 
firms, that the Son muſt bare a diſtintt Eſlent 
or Exiſtence from chat of God the Father, or 
could have no Subſtance, wor be the Son of Gi 
at all, For (faith he) either He is not ſeparate 
from the Father, and ſo hath no Subſtance | 
bis own, and is no Son at all, or is ſeparate 
and ſo barb 4 proper Subſtance of his 
Elſewhere He mentions the Opinion of th 
ſame Perſons, who owned that the H. Spin 
was, eyiwmr@, unbegotten, but had not 2 
iu ind 3 args; oh, à proper Eſſence diſtiu 
From that of the Father __ Son; aſſe i 
againſt them ae deu, wy dun, that 1 
were three Hypoſtaſis, or ſingular Eſſences 1 
the 8. TER Comm. in Fob. p. J. 6. 40 
when 
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whereas they produced this 1 to prove, 
n el hunniea, that the Father and the San 
differed not in Subſtance, becauſe they were both 
called Light, he anſwers that they were not 
one and the 125 on que gd two Lights, 

ſaith he) is plain from thoſe Words of — 

Imiſt, in t Light we ſhail ſee Light. See 
the Proof of all this in the 8 to the 
Diſquiſitionas Modeſſæ, and in a Book entituled, 
R and Confutation of the Sabellian 

rine. 

Now all Pd A . fully demonſtrate 
the 2 ee or Wikkedne: ?) of 
Dr M. e of the Sabellian Doctrine, 
and prove at the ſame time as fully, that his 
Monoaufian Scheme is in reality the lame ig | 
that of Noetus and Sabellius. To conclt 
It may now reaſonably be enquired, 


er ſacute ſt thou me] moſt 19" belong? * 

fo who owns Chriſt to be truly Gd, and dat 12 55 
ſame time aſſerts that he is ſubordinas and infers- 
er to him whois the God over all, who hath all 
perfections from himſelf imorig Rated uñderi- 
ved; Or to him rather who (ay St. Baſil, and 
others,) robs. him of his Exiſtznce as a Son; 
leaving him only an empty Name; but afford- 
ing — no Eſſence, nor one N of his 


8 I have diſcourſed of the Father: 
miſrepreſented by the 1 it were, in 4 


[ould 


whom thole "Words, [ Saul, aul, v. 5 the 


1 (ould now ſhew. 4 ai 3 He hath 
dealt with them gh): But my Eyes failing me, 
Jam able to do it only in ſome particulars, 
"therefore {hill leave him for the reſt to be 
chaſtiſed by the accurate Pen of Mr. Fackſon. 
-.1ft, I have already fſhewn how falſely he hath 
cited Feneus, to prove that Chriſt was by him 
ſtiled. Jolus Deus, the only God. 

24ly, He cites the Words be: Athenag ws 
HG 5 d rex; x ; 93 c. fraudulently eka 
under that, Ce, the Interpretation of them 
which follows in theſe Words; © For the Father 
is in the Son, and the Son in the Father, 
| 1% g Indun 4; anivucr@, in the Unit and Porto- 
er of that Spirit, by which be ſaith, Jam in 
the Father and the Father in me, and prays 
that che Apoſiles may be ſo one, Toh. XV11. 21. 
and ſaith, Joh. xiv. '20, I that day ſhall ye 
know that I am in the Father, and you in me, 
and I in Vu. quid lues a lee in the Power 
of the Spirit, for He did caſt out Devils by the 
Spirit f God, Luke v. 17. He healed Diſcaf- 
es, for be Power of tve Lord was preſent to 
eul them, Acts ii. 12, 22. He was approved to 
the Jews by Signs wid Miracles which God did 
by bim. And Acts x. 28. He went about doing 
good, healing all that were oppreſſed of the De- 

vil, for God was tviih him, Acts x. 38. 
2dly, He cites thoſe Words of 7 ertullian to 
countenance a harſh, if not an abſurd mean- 
ing. — Filius ell proprie Deus omnipotens. 
Where- 
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- I vhereas the Words following ſhew bam He is, 
„bo 2l-powcrtul, vis. becauſe He is the Word of 
„the Omnipotent God, and quia omnem gccepit, 
poteſtatem, becauſe He received the Pawer of 
h doing all things from the Father, In like man- 
n ner he ſaith; that the Son is, Deus altiſſimus, not 
| from the Unity of bis Nature wich the ſupreme) 
God, but quia ad dextram patris.exaltatus,.as St. 
Peter ſaith in the Acts of the Apoſtles. Again, 
ne is Dominus virtutum, quia omnia Subjedta 
% illi 2 Patre; Rex Ifraelis, quia illi praprie 
" excidit ſors iſtius gentis; Item, qui eft, quoni-: 
enn multi filii dicuntur, & non ſunt. All which. 
Expreſſions ſhew that Tertullian here ſpake not 
of the Sons numerical Unity in Eſſence with the 
Father, but only of the Powers He had received” 
from the Father. It remains only that 1 nom 
conſider the Doctrine of Nowatian, and ſhew 
the full Oppoſition it bears to Dr. Mis Scheme. 
And here; Nevatian lays down this as a Do- 
arine ſtedfaſtly believed and known to all 
Chriſtians, that there is but one Gad. His 
Words are theſe; Nos enim & ſeimus, & le- 
© gimus, & credimus, & tenemus, tum" eſſe 
* Derm, qui fecit cælum pariter ac terram, quo- 
niam nec alterum novimus, aut — 
* nullus fit) aliquando poterimus. And this he 
proves from theſe Words, I am God, ani beftdes 
me there js no God: And from theſe Words" 
Chriſt, there is none good, but ons, that 7 
Go: And from theſe Words of St. Paul Tim! 5. 
ALLE K 2 fer 


— 


(36) 


6. To him, who only hath Immortality; and 


in another Place, 1 Tim, i. 17, Unto the King 
eternal, immortal, inviſible, the only __ 
God. Thar all theſe things are ſpoken only 
of bim, whom Chap. iv. he ſtyles the chief 
and only God, is evident from his own Words, 
Ch. iii. 4. where he faith, hunc igitur agnoſ- 
* cimus & ſcimus Deum conditorem rerum um- 
* nium qui dixit, & facta ſunt omnia. Now 
having proved that Chriſt was God, he en- 
quires, * Quid ergo dicemus ? - Numquid du- 
os Deos ſcriptura proponit . * What ſpall we 


ſay then? Does the Scripture propoſe two God 


to us? To this he anſwers, 1/!, by retorting 
the Argument of the Sabellians, That God 
the Father being called good, does not hin- 


© der Chriſt from being good; and as God 


being called Maſter does not hinder St Paul 


from being called Maſter ; ſo neither does 


*. God the Father being called God, hinder 
* Chriſt from being called God too. Whence 
it is evident, He eſteemed Chriſt to be God in 
an inferior Senſe; becauſe he could not be 
ignorant that St Paul was Maſter in an inferi- 
or Senſe to that of God's being ſo called. 
Then he proceeds to anſwer the Objection 
of the Sabellians more direftly, by giving us 


2 Deſcription of God the Father, and ſhewing 


vow the Son is, minor patre, inferior to the 

Father, almoſt in every Part of the Deſcription. 
His Deſcription of Gad the Father begins thus, * 
eſt ergo Deus Pater—ſolus originem neſciens 
” + invilibili 
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 inviſibilis, immeniſus, immortalis, æternus, unus 
„Deus, cujus neqz magnitudini, neq; majeſ- 
« tati, neq; virtuti quicquam non dixerim 
© ferri, ſed nec comparari ; one God, 
© to whoſe Greatneſs, and Majefly, and Power, 
* nothing can be compared. Now to theſe 
Words [cujus magnitudini nihil comparari 
poteſt] anſwer theſe Expreſſions, vere dici 
* poſlit id Deus eſſe, quod ejuſmodi eſt cui 
© comparari nihil poteſt. Deus enim quicquid 
* eſſe poteſt quod Deus eft, ſummum fit ne- 
© ceſſe. Summum autem quicquid eft, ita 
© demum fummum efle rtet, dum extra 
comparem eſt. Et ideo folum & unum fit 
* neceſſe eſt, cui conferri nihil poteſt dum pa- 
rem non habet. 

He to argue thus, It he the Son 
had been * ixgenitus £5 ſine 1 * ut pater, 
there would have been tu] Gods ; uſe 
there would have been re unbegotten and 
without Original, Where he plainly intimates 
that the Father and Son were not equales & 
fares ; becauſe they were not both #xbegotten 
and without Beginning, for then dia appro- 
baſſet Deos. He goes on, © But now wha 
he is, he is #ot ſo of bimſelf, becauſe he is born; 
but is of the Father, becauſe he is begotten ; 
© idcirco diſcordiam divinitatis de numero du- 
orum Deoram facere non potuit, | 

Laſtly, He adds, that the Son doth no- 
* thing of his own Will, or of his own Coun- 
* fel;* that he came not of ——— 

| | ˖ 


© before bis Aſumpt ion f the human Nature, 


is He to whom nothing can be compared for 


to the Father; but the Son ({aith Novatzan) is 


1. Ss 
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the Commands and Precepts of the Father ia 
all things: (0 that tha his Nativity Proves 
him a Son, pet his obſequious Obedience oſſerts 
him the Miniſter F the Mill of the Father, 
from whom he ig: So that by rendring himſeif 
OBEDIEN To the Father's Commands in 
all things, he ſbeuos that the Father is the on. 
ly true and eternal Gl. 

Agreeable to this are theſe Words; that 


* he yielded 'QBEDIENCE f bis Father in 
all things; by this he proved he neuer at- 
tempted to a Divinity which-might render him 
EQUAL, with God; but on the contrary was 
ſo obedient and ſubject to the Mill of his Fa- 
ther in all things, as to take upon him the Form 
of a Servant. and ch. xxiii the Son was ſent, 
the Father was not ſent, leaſt he ſhould: be 
{aid to be ſubject to any by being ſent. Now 
from theſe Diſtinctions ariſe theſe ſeveral pla in 
Arguments. (/.) To whom nothing is to be 
compared. for Dignity, Majeſty or Power, 
the Son cannot he compared; but the Father 


Dignity, Majeſty and Power, Ergo. 2dly. He 
who is, Ie than the Father, cannot be foe 


leſs than the Father: | Nay it is obſervable. 
that Novetian ſaith, the H. Spirit is leſs than 
the Son; becauſe he recerveth all things from 
him, Jobs, xvi. 14. Juſt ſo he ſaith allo the, 


Son is leſs then the Father, Lecouſe he receives, 
| Sanctification 
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Sanctification from him. 3aly. He that is 
horn and hath a Beginning and Original, can- 
not be'equal- to him that is unborn, without 
Beginning and Original; but the So is born 
and hath an Original and Beginning which 
the Father hath not; therefore he cannot be 
equal to him. 4b, He that was ſubject to 
the Father in all things, received his Com- 
mands, and was ſent by him, cannot have 
the fame america] Eſſence; for one and the 
ame Eſſence cannot command and obey, ſend 
and he ſent by itſelf. ' Hence (faith Nouatian) 
the Son was ſent, the Father was not ſent, ne 
ſubditus alteri, am mittitun, probaretur; 
plainly inſinuating that he who is ſent, is SUB- 
JECT unto him tha ſent him. Nor do thoſe 
Words of Novatian, which ſpeak de commu- 
zione Sul ſtantiæ, Whatever they prove, prove 
any Equality between the Father and Son, 
eſpecially When we conſider the Philaſaphy 
commonly received amongſt the Fathers. e. g. 
O/igen pronounceth them Hereticks, who 
deny all human Souls to be of one and the | 
ſame. Efence. And Traneus faith, all things | 
are of one and the ſamt Subſtance; tliat is from 
one ant the ſame God; and again, thoſe things 


communicate in Subſtance, which differ only | 


in Multitude 22 Magnitude; ar Water from 
Water, Light from Light. See Appendix ad | 
Diſq. Mod. p. 192, 193. Qs i, 


In 


30) ä 
Ia ſhort; this whole Book of Novatian', 
(diſguiſed and fraudulently perverted as it is, 
by Dr W.) is wrote with ſuch Perſpicuity and 
h of Argument to eftablifh that natu- 
ral Notion of Oe Supreme Cod and Father of 
all things, making and governing this Moria 
BY his Son Jeſus Chriſt, that it is hardly poſſi. 
ble to conceive it could haye been done in 
ſtronger Terms, or could more :nduſtriouſ 
maintain the proper Subordination, Inferiority 
and Minority of the Son to the Father, in hi 
higheſt and moſt exalted Nature; Even jult 
as if the learned Doctor's Scheme had lain be. 
fore him, in Order to confute it. 

What then ſhall we, nay, what can we fay 
to ſuch diſguiſed Sophiſtry as this ? without 
at the ſame time acknowledging this melan- 
choly Truth (fo great a Stumbling-Block to 
the Deiſts and Atheiſts of this Age) that tri: 
Religion, and difinterefled Haneſty do not al. 
woys attend great Learning and Parts : Bu 
ons on our E * ? We oh ” 

orld, becauſe ences ; for it nee 
be that Offences come; But Woe to that Man, 
by whom the Offence cumeth, N 

I cannot conclude without ſome Reflect. 
ons upon the Account he gives us [_Def. p. 
153, Cc. J of the Sentiments of Juſtin M; For 
this is © ſurprising, ſo diſiugenuous, 10 falſe, 
and ſhall I not add fo trickiag, that there i 
nothing like it, For | 
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1. It is very ſurprizing that a Man, un- 
dertaking to ; — the * Sentiments of Juſt- 
in M.; ſhould wholly wave that Dialogue, 
in which he does very largely declare his own 
Sentiments concerning the Mature and Eſſence 
of the Son of God, and ſend us for it to his 
Parenefis, wherein his Buſineſs is only to 
ſhew to the Heathens from their Poets and 
Philoſophers, and from Moſes, that there was, 
ie ub deze, without ſaying any thing of the 
Nature of the Son of God: Whereas in the 
aforementioned Dialogue the Queſtion be- 
tween him and Trypho is fully ſtated, and co- 
piouſly diſcuſs'd, from page 269, to f. 359: 
Where 1rypho demands of him to prove from 
the Prophetical Writings, that there is another 
who is God, beſides the Maker of all things. 
This 0% undertakes to demonſtrate from 
thoſe holy Scriptures which need no Explica- 
tion, but only to be heard. This, as I have 


ſhew'd in my Reply, Part the irt, from p. 


the 324, to P. 37, He proves from very mazy 
Scriptures of the Old Teſtament, from Rea- 


ſon, and from the Abſurdity of ſuppoſing that 


the Perſon there ſpoken of, ſhould be, 5 34 
dyurI&, the unbegotten God and Maker of all 


thing. Now is it not, I ſay, very ſurprizin 


to find a Man ſay nothing to all this, tho 
the Arguments were plainly laid before him 
in that large Chapter concerning the Senti- 
ments of Juſtin M.? but inſtead of that 


He ſends us to learn his Opinion from a 


L place 
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place, where he neither did, nor deſigned to ſay 
any thing abour it. 
2dly.1t is more diſis genuous and 2 
when he pretends to argue from the Wor 
of Juſtin M. that He. held [Ze] to be 
applicable to the Son. This is, int, plainly 
contrary to the frequent Aſſertions of Juſtin 
M. who, in his Dialogue with Trypho, declares 
him to be act, , but a God different 
from Him who is d&y4mil@&. Nay, he ſpeaks 
of two that are called Gods, the Father of all 
things, and, 3 yimnge «vs; and ſaith, W Verba 
voy q Y Nie is? that which is begotten 
is another thing from him that generated him. 


And in his own laſt Citation he has declared 


him to be ; y4d&w6-. But 2). It is ſtill more 
abſurd to argue this to be the Opinion of Juſ- 
tin M. when He is fo expreſs, that the Words 
5 4 de, Yu Jy wi He, are aſcribed by him to the 
only God, and fo exclude him who is begotten 
from being one and the ſame with him who 
always exiſted, and was not begot. Again, 
Juſtin makes Plato's d, equivalent to Moſes's 
3 5»; but then he makes them Both peculiar 
to the ove only God, who is &yim1& g dine; 
plainly declaring that He whom Meſes calls 
the exi//ent God, unt few d wing n dy, yiruny N 
wh M, Was He, who alone exifted always, 
and was not begot, Thoſe Words, exiſting 
always, ſtanding in dire& Oppoſition to, being 


gecraled. 


2dly. 
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34y. Whereas He endeavours to prove, 
that, ain, belongs to the Son of God, 
from Origen, His Opinion is ſufficiently known 
from all his Works. In his Book of Prayer, 
he proves that Chriſt is not to be i2vokeg, be: 
cauſe diy wy Yyirmmwy ago0winyor Ni, nothing 14 to 
be prayed to that is generated; and in his 
Commentary upon St Ibn. that the 47. 
aur is God with an Article, but the Son of 
God is God without an Article. And laſtly, 
diſcourſing of the three Opinions concern- 
ing the Holy Ghoſt, of which the firſt is 
this, that he was anbegotten, he confutes it 
by faying that the whole Church agreed in 
this, dyfrviſor And, Igor zm v NN wp. No 
thing elſe is unbegotten but the Father, From 
all which 'tis evident, that if the Word, 
45, be applied to the Son in any Paſſage 
of Origen, the Reading muſt be corrupt; un- 
lefs any Man will conclude for a Word, 
which is inconſiſtent with an avowed Notion 
conſtantly elſewhere taught by the ſame 
Writer. | 

athly. The moſt ſarprizing Thing of all is, 
that he cites for Confirmation of his Opinion 
the Words of Fuſtin M. eApologis ada. Edit. 
Paris. p. 96. when they contain the fwieft 
Oppoſition to, and Confutation of the Dr's 
Sentiments in two Points, that could poſſibly 
be deſired. 
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For 1ſt, Whereas he is very poſitive (and 
when indeed is he not?) that the Ante- 
nicene Fathers ever looked upon the Son as the 
God of Abraham, Iſaac, and Jacob. And 

2dly, That the Words of the old Teſtament 
which ſay, God called to Moſes out of the buſh, 
and ſaid, Iam the God of Abraham, were ſo ap- 
plyed by them to Chriſt, as that they repre- 
ſented him, p. 33. as the Almighty God, the 
Lord God of Abrabam, the mighty and the only 
God. be 0 

[ anſwer, tho* I have already ſhewn abun- 
dantly the Falſhood of this Aſſertion by many 
other Arguments, yet it is here confuted by 
the expreſs and frequent Sayings of J7uſtin M. 
himſelf, declaring that it was our Chriſt, zur 
xei5ds, the Angel and the Meſſenger of God, 
who ſpake to Mo ſes out of the Bulb, and that 
Moſes received this Meſſage, aaes 4 Nj, 
L uſõ & i aveos yore, from Chriſt ſpeaking to bim 
in the Similitude of Fire, And this, ſays he, 
appears from the Words of Moles, The Angel 
of the Lord ſpake unto Moſes our of the Fare, 
and ſaid, I am the God of Abraham. 

And theſe Words (ſays he) I have cited to 
prove to you, that it was Chriſt the Son and 
* Meſſenger of God, who being his Word ap. 
* peared formerly ſometimes in the Form of 
Fire, and ſometimes in the Form of incor. 
* poreal Beings. * If then God the Father can- 
not be his own Angel, his own Meſſenger, his 

bn 


a 
own Word, the Son of the Father, without 
doubt it neceſſarily follows, that he who ſpake 
to Moſes could not be the ſupreme God, 

Hence alſo he proceeds to affirm that the Ferws, 
were miſtaken in thinking 7s drvouere dedy, to 
have ſpoken to Moſes; and proves it from theſe 
Words, the Angel of the Lord appeared to 
Moſes. And again the you thinking, v, r- 
zy au Thea xa? Ing to have ſaid, I am the God 
of Abrabam, when it was bis Son, his Angel, 
bis Meſſenger, are juſtly repreſented by the Pro- 
phetick Spirit, as not knowing God. | 

Hence alſo we learn the Falſh:od of Dr. V 
Argument, from Juſtin's ſaying, that the Fa- 
ther had properly no Name, and immediately 
after repeating the ſame Obſervation, and ap- 
plying it to the -Son: Whereas in this very 
Place He twice diſtinguiſhes the Father and 
Lord of all Things, by this very Character, 
ſaying we Baptize in the Name of the Father and 
Lord of all Things, and in the Name of Jeſus 
Chriſt, Orea 59 7% dppnly 249 ix din, for no 
Man can expreſs the Name of the unſpeakable 
God and he that ſhould attempt it, would be 
guilty of the greateſt Madneſs. 

And in the forementioned Place he repre. 
ſents the Jews as ignorant of the true Gad; be- 
cauſe they imagined Chriſt the Son of God to 
bes 34g a eẽ,ꝭd?/. ). And in the Place cited, he 
is more expreſly diſtinguiſhed from him by 
theſe Words For there is no Name impoſed on 


the 
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tbe Father of all Things, becanſe be is a 
Nor doth- Juſtin ſay, that Chriſt had no Nam, 
but only that the Name, Chriſt, had 4e 
enparies anunknown Si ionificatian. 

I ſhould now . to te next Point con- 
cerning old Arguments revived by him without 
taking any notice of the Anſwers given to them: 
but I have dropt ſo many Inſtances of this De- 
fe in the foregoing Sections, that I count this 
needleſs. 9 * mga, * 
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SECT. I 


Fy 7 Return you Thanks, that by 
PS your . lat E Anſwer 
707 to my Reply, you have given 

f 10 me, and all conſidering Per- 
ons acquainted with this 
Controverfy, ſufficient Reaſon 
to believe, that you cannat anſwer the Argu- 
ments contained in, and extracted by me, from 
the Diſg. Modi and from a Diſcourſe ſhew ing that 
the Deſcants of the Aute- nicene Fathers were 
more favourable to the Interpretations of Dr 
Clarke, than to the Interpretations of that 
Learned Lay-Man who writ againſt him, For 
as you have not anſwered One of the tex Ar- 
Range contained in that Reply, and fairly 
pread before your Face, you cannot reaſorr 
_} ' ably, 
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zably think, or ſay, you have returned an Au. 
fer to that Ref. n 

Now to convince you, that in your late 
Performance you have ſaid nothing that af - 
fords any juſt Anſwer to thoſe ten Arguments, 
| let ĩt be conſidered, that you have ſaid nothing 
to any of the Citations contained in them, 
ſave to two; the one out of Tertullian, the 
other out of Origen. | | 
Now 1f. to thoſe Words cited from Ter- 
tullian, wnorans & ipſe diem & horam ulti- 
mam, ſoli Patri notam, you anſwer, that you 
have ſhewa that this plainly relates to Chriſt's 
Humanity only. Whereas indeed you have 
ſhewed zo ſuch thing; unleſs quoting a Paſ- 
ſage out of the goth Chap. where he faith, 
that thoſe Words, My God, my God, why haſt 
thou forſaken me, were vox carnis, are an In- 
terpretation of thoſe other Words of | chap: 
xxvi. that Chriſt was ignorant of the day of | j 
ment: which contains only this ridicu- y 
0 
cc 


ous Argument. He that ſpeaks, chap. xxx. 
of Chriſt's complaining at his Paſſion, that 
God had left him, 7. e. had not delivered him «; 
from the Hands of his Enemies, muſt neceſſa- I « 
rily interpret thoſe other Words in c. xxvi. | « 
was ignorant of the Day of Judgment, of his 
human Nature only. n 
Theſe Words, My God, my God, in the 
XXVi. chap. are manifeſtly produced to prove, 
thit Chriſt was the Svz of God, and therefore 
God ; without any Relation to his Derelicti- 
| on: 


r è e * 
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on: Whereas in the xxxth. chap- they are 
as plainly introduced to prove, that the Com- 
plaint of his Dereliction was, vox carnis & 
anime, non Sermonis, nec Spritiis, i. e. non 
Det. 

You. add, that I only cited Tertullian s 
Words, but © made no Deſcant on them ;” 
as indeed there I did not: But the Reaſon 
was, becauſe I then thought, and do till 
think it ſcarce poſſible to give them x 
7 Light, than the very Words afford. 

or they plaialy aſſert theſe two Things. 1. 


That Chriſt did not know the Day of Fudg- 


ment, as is apparent from theſe Words, no- 
rans diem Judicii occultum. And again, ga- 
rat E ille diem Fudicii. And 3dly. That it 
was 'known to the Father only, as the follow - 
ing Words expreſly teflify, & ſoli Patri 
notum. © | 

To my true Aſſertion, that the Words, ſoli 
Patri notum, exclude the Son in all Capacities, 
you anſwer, That “ there is no Ground 
„for it.” And that “ no Man of an 
* Judgment, that is at all acquainted with 
* Tertullian's Way and Manner of 3 
© the excliſ ve Terms, relating to this Sub- 
« je&, would ever draw any ſuch Inference 
* from them, ” 547 

Now this is evidently Falſe. For Solus, as 
the Logicians tell us, makes an exceptive 
Propoſition. And Tertulliau's, ſoli Patri ac. 
tum, contains in it theſe two Aſſertions; 45 

M 2 firmatively, 


OR. 
affirmatively, That the Day of Judgment is 
known to the Father; And negatively, that it 
is known to none but the Father. And that 
the Word, Slut, requires this Senfe, or elfe 
has no fignification at all, I have fully proved 
in my Reply, from theſe Words of Dr Clarke, 
To deny © that the Word only, always excludes 
* every thing elſe, but the Subject it is applied 
„to, is to deny chat Words have any Signiffca- 
* tion. For if the Wotd only, or alone, doth 
not appropriate, there is no word in any Lan- 
© guage which can appropriate any thing to any 
Subject. And to affirm any thing to belong 
* to one Perſon alone, is of neceſſity denying the 
ſame thing to belong to any otherPexſon inthe 
ſame Senſe. fag. 92, 93. 2 

It further is obſervable, that in the Origi- 
nal Text the Words are theſe, & ud 5 nerds, 
the Father. Mark. xiii. 32. And in St. Matt, 
thus, s wd5 aery , but my Father only. 
Chap. 24. 36. Now theſe Exceptives are 
plainly excluſive of any other than of Him, 
to whom they are appropriate. 

To your vain Boaſt of Tertullian's way of 
expreſſing the Word [Solus] to be no ex. 
cluſive, I ſhall anſwer, when you are pleaſed 
to afford us any one Inſtance of it. 
11e Prar. Had Tertullian ſaid this bur once, ſome doubt 
c. 26. de Might have been made of the true import of 
Be Ac his Words: But when he ſays it three ſeveral 
car. casa. times,. This is a full indication that this * 

| | 


| > 
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his ſertlad Judgment. There being no Hint 
in any of theſe Places, of any Limitation that 
he puts unto them. eee 
What you further ſay concerning the Sabelli- | 
an Principles, I have proved to be falſe, from $9” 9 
the Words of Athanaſtus, Epipbanius, and o- 
thers of the Antients, declaring, that the Sa- 
bellians made the Father and the Son not on- 
ly pworewgboo7er, and in your Senſe, f one Hypo. 
ftafis,but, wortau & runny one ag to Efſence and 
Subſtance. And that the Sabellians by their 
Doctrine did arp dsa i N dn, de oy the 
Exiſtenes of the Son, I have more fully proved 
in my ſecond Part. | ee ee 
And whereas you are pleaſed to ſay, that 

« if ic very peculiar in me to cite Tertullian to 
&« prove, that it was reckoned among the Sabel - er- 
lian Tenets, that Chriſt had no human Soul; * land's 
I never ſo much as deſigned to cite him TW 
any ſuch Purpoſe: But my defign was to ſhew 
e what anſwer Tertullian ſays they gave to the 
n, | many Arguments that were uced in Proof 

that the Son was diſtin& from the Father, when 
of F they were oppreſſed by the Evidence of them. 
x-& Theſe he gives us thus: Undique enim. obdul8i 
a adiftinfione Patris & Filii, quam manente con- 

junct ions, diſponimus, ut Solis & Radu, Fortis 
bl c Fluvii, per individuum tamen numerum, du- 
of orum aut trium: aliter eam ad ſuam nibilominus 
all ſententiaminterpretart cunantur; ut in una 
Per ſona utrumque diſlinguant, Patrem & 1 
1s cen- 


4p ik. lon, . Soc, airs tia 
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dicentes F ilium carnem eſſe, i. 6, Hominem 7. e. 
Jeſum, Patrem autem Spiritum, i. r. Deum, i, e. 


Cbriſtum. Where the Word [Fleſh] being in- 


terpreted Man and Feſus, plainly. enough ſhews 
its meaning to be what it frequently ſigni- 


ſies in the Scripture; as when it is ſaid, the 


Word was made Fleſh, Joh. i. 14. And, un- 


leſs thoſe days bad been ſbortened, no Fleſb could 


be ſaved, Mat. xxiv. 22. And Rom, iii. 20, 
the Deeds of the Law ſhall no Fleſb be juſti» 
d. When therefore I faid,chat they allowed: in 
Feſus only Fleſb, my meaning was plain enough, 
not what you wou d have it, but hat Tertullian 
fays, that the Sabellians maintained, Filium car- 
nem eſſe, i. e. Hominem, id eft Jeſum; Patrem 
autem Spiritum, id eſt Deum, id eſt Chriſtum. 
So that your whole Harangue to prove that the 
Sabellians” were not Monothelites, or might 
allow in Chriſt an Humane Soul, is very Imper- 
tinent, 4 | | 
"Laſtly, It is very pleafant in you to infer 
that the Sabellians did not ſay, what Tertullian 
expreſly declares they did ſay; and to make 
that the Interpretation of Tertullian, which is 
in Truth the Interpretation of the Sabelli- 
ans. 
The next Citation I have uſed, is of theſe 
Words of Origen. Some raſh People differing from 
the Generality of Chriſtians, ſay, that the Son is 
3 int 14a bed, God over all, But ſo do not We, 
who believe Chriſt ſa)ing, the Father -is grea- 
| ter 
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ter than IJ. Now that theſe raſh Perſons were 
the Noetians, afterwards called the Sabellians, 
is evident from this, that he here diſputes a- 
gainſt them, who did, e vmalons earics 
Y vior, who denied the Father and the Son to be 
two Fypoſtaſes, making them both The one 
ſingular exiſting Being, and therefore both 
the ſame one God over all. | 

It is ſurpriſing to find you here in Anſwer 
to this ſaying, 1/f, It is very certain that aut 14.3. 
Origen never intended to deny that Chriſt is God | 
above all, when I have proved the. contrary 
from ſo many plain and expreſs Words of His. 
+ Let the Reader judge of Origen's Notions 
from this plain Paſſage, wherein He diſtingiſh-f 
es betwixt the Worſhip payable. to Gad, and zz, 84. 
the Worſhip.payable to his Miniſters; and de- 
clares for a Neceſlity of putting a difference 
betwixt Supreme and Subordinate Worſhip, by 
aying that when they ſpeak of worſhipping the 

ini ſters of God, they muſt purge © the Word 
- To that is, —_—_ it to an inferior ſenſe 
* than That which it hath, when it is given 
© to the God over all. But ſince Celſus requires 
us to worſhip the. Demons of the Heathens, 
ho are not the true Miniſters of God, he 
* can't evince that weſhould worſhip them at all. 
« But we worſhip one God, and his one Son, as 
* much as we are able, with Supplications and 
** Honours, beer Ty 946" e d mls Lug Ne. Ty 
fuehrt ang, preſenting our Prayers to = 
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« who is God over all, through his only Be- 
« gotten. Son, deſiring of Him as our High 
« Prieſt, to offer up our Prayers and Sacri- 
« fices mi in} rd 219, to the God over all. 
240). It is more ſurprizing to find you ci- 


2 y ting theſe Words. n eds at, de leb, 


rares I dr eg ive, We worſhip therefore 
One God the Father and the Son, in that Senſe 
which you have given. For 19. obſerve that 
from theſe Words, % &, this Saying is an In- 
ference from what went before. Now the 
Words preceeding are theſe, If Celſus had un- 
derſtood the true Senſe of theſe Words, I and 
the Father are One, and, as Thou and I are 
One, he would not have thought we worſhipped 
any other beſides, vb ini ad d, the God over 
all, And Jeſt, faith he, any one ſhould think 
that due are running into the 1 of thoſe 
who denied the Father and the Son to be Two 
Hypoſtaſes, Let them confider, as an Interpre- 
tation of them, that of St Luke in the Ads. 
and all the Believers were of one Mind and 
one Heart. Here He plainly ſhews that he 
held Father and Son to be One, in that Senſe, 
in which Believers were one in Mind 'and 
Heart. And asan Inference from this, he adds, 
Jenouevourr iy my Tatheg Tis des, 2) Thy viev 77 
EAiNuar, wwe N Srmoaou mga yuarn, i 5 m d & Ti 
garia x Th u n Ty bunkual@&. We therefore 
worſhip the Father of Truth, and the San who 
#5 Truth, being TWO thing in SUBSTANCE, 
tut ONE iz CONCORD and Sameneſs of 
WILL. 
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WILL: By Reaſon of which LDaity f Will, 
he elſewhere ſaith, I and the Father are One. 
Behold! how full he here declares that the 


Father and Son were Oe; not by numerical 


Unity of Subſtance, for ſo the aſſerts them to 
be two Things; but by Unity of Concord and 
Will. And whereas here he faith, that the God 
above all is the FATHER of Truth, but that 
the San is Truth, he doth as plainly diſtinguiſh 
them from each other, as Greater and Leſſer. 
For, faith he, God the Father of Truth, 
, Re U Heiden dA, i a fuller and a great- 
er Truth than the Son. Com. in Joh. pag. 
o. 
A Beſides; Thoſe Words which you cite, 
ire Ty by, dg &m\dtorguiy, ms wdligg, x nv vide Hog 
mvouey, and fay that they aſſert an Unity of 
Father and Son, imply no ſuch thing, Origen 
never maintained, that Father and Son made 
up one God; *tis inconſiſtent with all that he 
fays in all theſe Paſſages which I have produ- 
ced : and with all that he ſays elſewhere. And 
even here, were the Words underſtood, as 
Origen deſign'd them, they imply no more than 
this, We worſhip therefore but One God, even 
the Father, and | we worſhip] the Son. In 
which ' Caſe the Word, Worſhip, is to be un- 
derſtood in an inferior Senſe, as Origen tells us 
in the Paſſage juſt now cited, if Origen may 
be imagined to know his own Meaning, as 
well as you pretend to do for him. 


N ; And 


[Perſon who is ſited} 
vine Nature, lib. 6. pag- 318. And in his 


(98) 


„ ;. And whereas you ſay, That Origen gets 


rid of the Objection, not by ſaying, that the 


Father only is God in a proper Senſe : Not by 


ſaying, that the Father is Supreme God, and 
the Jon another God under Him. On the 
contrary *tis true, that He expresſly faith 


both theſe things. For having q theſe 


Words, Hear O Tjrael, The Lord our God 
is One Lord, he adds, vi 33 5 t, I wlcs wer: 
G, F let Abe bold; dc, that this one God 7s 
properly a Saviour, properly a Lord, and pro- 


periy Good. And in his Book againſt Celſus 


he plainly aſſerts the Father to be dn 340, 
the Supreme God, and Chriſt to be God in a ſe- 
condary Senſe; as is evident from theſe Words, 
To work with Hands belongs not properly to 
the Supreme God, 7 to that SECOND 

29d, nor to any other di- 


oth Book he owns ot Aue NH, that we 
ſpeak of a — Perſon calld God; and con- 
5 him to be a Virtue containing all other Vir- 
tuts, &c, So far was he from thinking ei- 
ther of theſe Things repugnant to the DoQ- 
rine of the Church. 
There is one thing remaining, which de- 


ſerves a more peculiar Conſideration; vx. 


theſe Words of yours. That all the Catho- 


p. 23-24. licks, 25 well as Hereticks, for the moſt hs; 


* both before and after Origen's Time, as we 
© as Origen Himſelf, underſtood, Rom. ix. 5. 


«of 
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© of God the Son, there ſtiled in} ndr eig, or | 
* God over all, Whertas 

14. It is not certain, that Origen any 
where declares that he ſo underſtood that 
Paſſage of St Paul. For he only faith, there 
were many Cauſes why, 5 Gig ime dem M arid 
il de d the God over all things made (ſhould 
become Incarnate. Which Words have no Re- 
lation to thoſe of the Apoſtle ; and might | 
be well aſſerted of Him, by whom all things 
were made, and to whom the Father had gt- 
ven all Power in Heaven and in Earth. 

2dly. Theſe Words are cited by no Greek 
Father either of the firſt or ſecond Century, 
ſaving Iræneus, whoſe Greek Text is loſt, 
and are only to be found in Tertul/ian and G 
DN who followed the Talick Ver- 
ion. 

Seeing then you have only attempted an 
Anſwer to two of thoſe numerous Citations 
contain'd in my ten Arguments, and that 
Anſwer likewiſe is proved inſufficient ; 
Hence it is evident, that you have 
nothing which in Propriety of Speech, can 
be Called an Anſwer to my Book. 


N 2 SECT. 


1000 


A* for the three, Fallacies you are pleaſed 
to charge me with, I anſwer, x/. That 


they are falſly ſo called, For every. proper 


Fallacy makes four Terms in the Argument, 
by Reaſon of the Ambiguity of the Words, 
which are underſtood one way in the Premiſes, 
and another in the Concluſion, - Whereas 1 
am . confident you are not able to anſwer 
One of the ten Arguments propounded Sect. 
ath. by any of theſe ſuppoſed Fallacies. 


But to come to a particular Conſideration of 


Anſ. p. 2. 


them. * 

The firf Fallacy you charge upon me is 
this, That I made Eſence and Perſon to ſigni 
fie the ſame Thing. Whereas. what we af⸗ 


firm in this Caſe is demonſtratively true, 


VIE. 


1. That the Effence, or Subſeance, of the 


Supreme Being, is a ſingular, exiſting Eſſence, 


or One in Number. 45 

240). That this Eſeuce is, in the very N# 
ture of it, and of Neceſſity, the Eſſexce of 
an Intelligent Agent, and conſequently a Per. 


ſonal Eſſence, 


34ly. That if a Nature which is eſſentially 
and neceſſarily Perſonal be communicated 
from the Father to the Son and Holy Ghoſt, 
then a Perſonal Eſſence muſt of Neceſſity be 
communics- 


fore all that you have ſaid on that Head, de- 


b & 1010 

communicated to them. And in this very Re. 
ply it is aſſerted, That this one Eſence comes 5. 8. 
* at laſt to fall into a Sabellian Senſe; not mere- 
« ly. becauſe it is one, but becauſe this one Eſ- 
« ſence of the Supreme Being (ſaid to be com- 
* municated) is neceſ/arily and eſſentially an 
Intelligent and active Eſence, and therefore 
** cannot be communicated without the Com- 
« munication of an Intelligent Agent, that is, 
* of a Perſon. 

2dly, Whereas you ſay, I every where inter- Anſ. f. 2 

et one numerical ori individual Eſſence in 4 
Sabellian Senſe, I have ſhewed you, that 
this Accuſation is founded upon your groſs 
Miſtake of the true Sabellian Doctrine, as if it 
only did relate to the Unity of the Perſons of 
the Father and the Son. Whereas I have 
proved, that it relates to the alli: or Sameneſs 
4 Eſſence of them both; and aſſerted that 
they were both, A, one in Eſſence, as well 
as Perſon. On theſe two Falſhoods depend 
your whole Harangue to p. 14; And there- 


ſerves © no farther Conſideration : But 1 ſhall 
not leave it Here without theſe Obſervations, 


For, 


1/t, To prove that I make Eſſence and Perſon 
to fignifie the ſame, You ſay that this © Tac 
ce lands good by my own Confeſſion, becauſe I 


* admit that the ſame Numerical INTEL. If , . 


«* LECTUAL 


- 


( 162 } 
« LECTUAL Eſſence is equivalent to 
« ſame Perſon. ” | | 
The firſt Fallacy charged upon me by you, 
was this, that I made Eſſence and Perſon to 
ſignify the ſame. Defenſe, p. 399. To this my 
Reply was, that I never once did make them to 


Lenity the fame; but always made Intellefual 


Hence, not bare Eſſence, to be the ſame with 
Perſon. What is your Anſwer to this > Why 
truly that I admit intellectual Eſſence to be e- 
quivalent to Perſon ? Do not you ſee that you 
have fraudulently added the Word ¶ Intellectual, 
as if one Eſſence, and one Intellectual Eſſence 
were the ſame? 80 that, to uſe your own 
Words, you having ſet out upon 4 falſe Ground, 

muſt of Courſe blunder all the Way, running in- 
to a perpetual Ignoratio Elenchi (as the Schools 
eall it) that is, diſputing beſides the Queſtion, 
If to fay, that one Numerical Intellefiual Eſ. 
fence is the fame witha Perſop, be to interpret 
the Word Perſon in a Sabellian Senſe, all under- 
nog Perſons have ſo interpreted it. Even 
Bp. Bull himſelf, who expreſly ſays, that, in 
Rebus intellectu itis, idem eft Eflentia ac 
Perſona. Boetius ſaith, that a Perſon is the in- 
dividual Subſtance of a rational Nature. And 
Baronius, Per ſona nibil eft aliud quam ſupipo,i- 
trum ratione preditum. And again, ſuppofrrum 
rationale appellatur Perſona, Theol, Ang. Art. 
5. 5. 9. Nor indeed is it poſlible to be other- 
wiſe ; for as Dr. Clarke obſerves, © one Being, 

8 when 


| (103) 
when it is ſpoken of an Intelligent Agent, is 
* the very ſame as one Perſon; neither is there 
* in Nature any other Notion of a Perſon than 
* as it ſignifies an Intelligent Agent or Being. 
Whenever the Word is uſed otherwiſe, no 
Man can tell what it ſignifies. See now that 
rigid Ariftarchus) who condemnsme for uſing the , 
Word. Perſon in a Sabellian Senſe, when 1 
uſe it in that Senſe in which it hath been uſed 
by almoſt all learhed Writers, and in which it 
miſt be uſed by all that would be underſtood 
may they — of — BY - N 
2dly, VV er o ſtating Anſ. p. 10 
the Queſtion — of rack rig Hermas, 
Clemens N M. and others, in a Sabel. 
lian Senſe, is all grounded on your on Miſtake 
Jof the Sabellian Doctrine. Vern) 1 
zdly, "Whereis you ſay, That there is a Me- Anſ. 7. 4: 
dium between Numerical Eſſence and Specific, 
the contraty is ſo evident, that it cannot be de- 
niedʒ nor can you tell us what that Medium is. 
For a Numerital Eſſence being the Eſſence of 
one only Individual, and a Specifick Eſſence being 
that wherein more than one agree, unleſs a Me- 
dium can be betwixt One and more than One, 
twill be impoſſible to tell us a Medium betwixt 
Numerical and Specifick Eſſence. | 
4thh, Whereas I had argued thus, That Reply þ. 4. 
the ſame Numerical Eſſence, neither doth, nor 
can ſignify any more than one Eſſence, in Num- 
ber; you anſwer, that I can never a” OI 
; : 


('104')) h 
Senſe of the Words, to be the-only proper Senſe, 
till I can fix ſume certain Principle of Individu- 
ation. E A eee 1H 764-0 
Now in the Caſe of Intelligent Agents or 
Per ſons, which is the preſent Caſe, we can fix a 


certain Principle of Individuation, viz. the ſame 


numerical Conſciouſneſs. VVhich when you 
conſider, you will no longer cover Contradicti- 
ons and Abſurdities, with that ſtale Refuge of 
Ignorance of a Principle of Individuation. 
Laſth, VVhereas Dr V. faith, That be ig re- 
preſented as having departed from the general re- 


ceived Doctrine of the Church from the fourth 


Century to this preſent Age, for no other reaſon 


but for ſaying that he meant a real Perſon, and 


no Mode: I had told him from Dr. South, that 


the Catholic Doctrine conſiſted in placing the 
Difference betwixt the Three Divine Perſons, 
irrgb Tp 73; due, in proprio modo ſubſiſtendi ; and 
that he had demonſtrated this to be the common, 


current, general, receiv'd Doctrine of the Church, 


that the three Perſons of the bleſſed Trinity 
are oneand the ſame individual Eſſence, Nature, 
or Godhead, diver ſified only by three diſtind 


Modes of Subſiftence. Now if Dr. South's Notion 


of the Trinity was the Orchodox one, then the 
Three Perſons are in the Truth of Things 
nothing but three Modes, tho' in Words they be 
not called ſo, For the Eſſence is one and the 
ſame; but it being diverſified by three Mode: 
F Subjiftence, it makes what has been called 

t bret 
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three Perſons, A Perſon therefore is not a real 
Intelligent Agent, as you ſay you mean, but tis 
a Moe of Subſiſtence, which is what 1 cid from 
Dr. South, was the general Doctrine of the. 
Church, and what you run counter to, by ma- 
king real Perſon and Intelligent Agent the ſame 
Thing. Ina word, three real Perſons maſt 
be three Perſons differing really, or in re, and 
not only modally, or in modo, only. | 
To. conclude. It is demonſtrable from the 
very. Words of Bp. Bull, that I have not at all 
miſtaken his Senſe, either in the Ule of the 
Word Eſſence, numerical Ejence, Perſon, or in 
the rine of Sabellins, Not in the Word 
Eſſence, Being, or Subſtance ;, for all learned 
Writers agree in this, that Eſentia ef? id per quod 
res eft. Not in the Phraſe, numerical Eſence; 
for that is ſo plainly an Eſſence one in Num- 
berathzt Dr V. ridicules me, as ſaying the ſame 
thing once and again, becauſe 1 fay that a nu- 
merical Eſſence is one and no more. Not in 
the Word, Perſon; for I always ule it in the 
Senſe, in which the Bp. hath defined it in theſe 
Words, in rebus intelleFu præditis, idem eft Ef- 


ſentia ac Perſuna, Not in aſſigning the Do- 


arine of Sabellianiſm to conſiſt in the municur, 
or ſameneſs of Eſſencebetwixt the Father and the 
Son; for, as faith the Biſhop, Certe Sabellius 
nunquam dixiſſet Filnum Patri, iunour, Conſub- 
ſtantialem efle, ſed potius mwuniowr, of one 


the ſame Numerical Subſtance , placing Sabellian- 
; O iſm 


792 06) * "NO 
iſm in the aſſerting the Sameneſs of Eiſence in 

the Father and the Son. "i G 

1 muſt add farther, that you conſtantly give I 

us a faiſe ſenſe of the Terms Hypoſtalis, and YI. 
Perſon. For whereas, when you are ſpeaking 

| n. Primitive Writers, even 1 3 as fl « 
| in M., you make Hypoſtaſis to ſigniſie a Per- 

| fon, as tis difſtinguiſh'd from Zjence: 1 hae I 

7 

k 

n 


already proved in my Reply, that no Greek Fa- 

| ther who writ before the Council of Nice, e- 
ver uſes the VVord; Hypoſtaſit, to ſignify any 
thing but Szbſlance. The word i in Len] 


refers to the four Beaſts that repreſented the 
four Evangeliſts. In Juſtin A. it continually If * 
fignifics one ſpeaking or acting in the Perſon of } 
anorber: As when he ſays, that the Propherical Y , 
writings ſometimes ſpeak, cue? wendy a If 
| Tv Wer gam, rare $457 eNiyan, in the Perſon of a 


the Lord of all things, and God te Father, and 
ſometimes in the Perſon! of Chriſt. 4pol. p. 76. || 7 
80 alſo Theophilus, ſaying twice that the Son 
appeared and ſpoke i ποπ,νe vr e, And when y 
they ſpeak offiny thing peculiar to each Perſon, I n 
they uſe the Word, 74, or de, fignifying 
that which is p#oper or peculiar to that Perſon. 
Origen in Comm. in Job. p. 56. ſpeaks of the f 
Opinion of thoſe who aſſerted the H. Spirit to 
be , unbegotren, but that he had not - 
erie i iar dad 7s wdleds g T7 it, a proper Eſſence, 
diſtinft from that of the Father and the Son, 
And tho the Latin Fathers, Tertullian and No- 


vatian 
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vatian, frequently uſe the VVord, Perſona; it 
never ſeems to be uſed by them to ſignify the 
Perſonality, in Oppoſiticn to the ſence, but 
always as joyned with Eſence. | | 

24ly, You take the word, Hypoftaſps, as if it 
fignified a thing ſeparable from the Eſſence, 
and could ſo differ from it that it might be ſent, 
delegated, commanded, and obedient to one and 
the ſame Eſence. Nay as if it ſo differed, that one 
Per-ſon having the — Eſſence with another, 
might be conſtantly ſtiled re 4:3. For this 


1s your conſtant Anſwer to moſt of the Argu- 


ments produced by me from” Fuſtin M. and 
others of the Primitive Writers, that by %% 
bee, they meant only another Perſon: that 
Two Natures, Two Subfances, ſignify only 
two different Perſons, VVhereas tis certain 
none of theſe things can truly be aſſerted of 
a Perſon only, as done by it only without the Eſ- 
ſence. For it is a certain Rule, that Perſonality 
cannot be without the Eſence of the Perſon: 
And the very word, [ Emperichorefis] ſhews 
the Inſeparibility of the Perſons from the 
Edence in which they ſubſiſt ; and fo renders 
it impoſſible that any Action ſhould be per- 
formed by a Perſon without its Union to its 
proper Eſſence. . For theſe are certain and ne- 
ver failing Rules, Jug 
1ſt, That where the numerical Eſence is 
one and the ſame, the Will of that Eſſence 


muſt be one and the ſame; and therefore That 
O 2 | * which 
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which is ſubſervient, ſubject, and obedient 
to the Will of Another, cannot have the ſame 
numerical Eſſence with Another. 

adh. Where the Individual Eſſence is one and 
the ſame, the Actions of the ſame Eſſence is 
one and the ſame; and therefore if the Eſ- 
ſence of the Son and of the H. Ghoſt be the 
ſame with that of the Father, the Act ions 
done by the Father, muſt alſo be done by the 
Son and H. Ghoſt. 7 

za. One individual Eſſence can give or 
deliver nothing to, and receive nothing from 
it ſelf; becauſe" it can give nothing but what 
it hath already, and therefore cannot receive by 
Way of Gift. So that if the Son bg of the ſame 
numerical Eſſence with the Father, the Father 
can neither give him any Power or Dominion 
over all things, nor could the Son receive 
from Him Power to execute Judgment upon 
_ as Juſtin M., and 1ranew, ſay he 
did. 
4th. The ſame numerical Eſſence canno 
ſend it ſelf, or Le ſent from it ſelf; it cannot go 
from, and return to it ſelf: And therefore if 
the numerical Eſſence of the Son be the ſame 
with that of the Father, the Father cannot 
ſend him, neither can he be ſent by Him, as 

all the Primitive Fathers ſay he was. 
_ 5sthly, The Actions of One and the ſame 
Eſſence being entirely the very ſame, if the 
numerical Eſſence of the Son be the ſame with 
that of the Father, He could not create all 
things 


* uot ſhewn. To this I reply, 


things BV him, as St Paul and moſt of the 
Ante-nicene Fathers ſay he did. And theſe 
Rules muſt be remembred when we come to 
diſcourſe of the Opinion of Juſtin M.; they 


(109 ) | 


being evident Confutations of what Dr. W.hath | 


offer d upon that Head. 6 4 

I proceed now to conſider the Anſwers you 
give unto the Arguments produced in my Pre- 
face againſt ſome Paſſages cited from Bp Bull, 
who faith, „there can be no Generat ian 
« without the Communication of ſome Nature, 
* Eſſence, or Subſtance ;, the Communication 


being a I a Production; from 


whence my Inference is this, that there“ can 
& be 20 PRODUCTION, or COMMUNI- 
* CATION f the Eſſence of the Father to 
& the Son at all. His Eſſence being, accord- 


« ing to the Sentiments of the \Ante-nicene 


& Fathers, «£yimnlC, x ara; & unge nerated, and 
* without Beginning; and ſo the GENERA- 
* TION of this Eſſence muſt, be the GENE- 
© RATION of | 4 thing NOT GENERA- 
* TED, the PRODUCTION of that which i 


„ INPRODUCIBLE, ad the BEGINNING 


* of that which hath NO BEGINNING. ” 
To this your Anſwer is, * That BOTH 
cannot be the ſame Hypoſtaſis, or Perſon, 
i very certain, for the — * which you 
give : But that, two Hypoltaſes, the one 
* unbegotten, the other begotten, may not con- 
ſtitute one Subſtance, or Eſſence, you have 


p. 14. 


of. 


70 ; ? * * 
7 — 0 | 
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1ſt. That in my Argument there is not one 


Word of Hypoſtaſis, but only of Eſſence : And 
ſo my Reaſon cannot relate to H poſtaſit, or 
Perſon, but to Eſſexce. The Generation of 
the Son of God, ſay you, is * the Communic: 
tion of the Eſſence of the Father to him.” 
If then the Efexce of the Father be One, 
and no more, the ſame one Efſexce muſt be 
communicated to the Son by Generation; 

and fo the fame Eſſence muſt be generated, 
and not generated, communicated by a ſubſtan- 
tial Production, and yet improducible, which 
are plain contradictory Propoſitions. l 
_ 7 = þ hat two Perſons may conſtitute 

ove numerical Subſtance or Effence, is either 
to ſay, that the Perſons conſider d without the 
Eſſence, may conſtitute one Eſſence, which 


is viſibly ab/urd; or elſe it is to ſay, that two. 
Perſons, having the ſame Eſſence, may con- 


ftitate the ſame Eſſence, and then it is an in 
rtinznt Tautology, . *: © Oh 
My ſecond Argument is, that a Communi- 
cation of a Nature cannot be to him who 
bath that Nature, but to him who bath it 
not. Whereas the Son had no Exiſtence but 
dy Generatio#, nor could otherwiſe be God 
of God, To this I add, that the Generation 
of the Son in your Scheme being nothing but 


it evidently follows, that the Eſſence of the 
Father and the Son differ only, in * 
modo ſubſiſtendi; which, faith Bp Bull, plane 


Sabellianum 


the Eſſence of the Father, in the Son ; Hence 
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Sabellianum eſt. And what the Generation of 
the fame Eſſence can ſignify, more than the 
Exiſtence. of the ſame | Eſſence in another 
Manner in the Son than in the Father, is not, 


I think, very eaſy intelligibly to declare. 
2dly, Bp Bull aſſerts, that the Son is pro- 


duced by an INTERIOR Praduct ion, within 


the Eſſence of the Father, Now hence I ar- 
gued, that if the Perſons of the Son and H. 
Ghoſt were produced within the Eſſence of the 


Father, the Eſſence of the Father muſt be 
rf Which, I perceive, you  grant.. 


And then, I add, that there can be no Pro- 
duction; where nothing new is 5 7 
and therefore this ine tier Production mult 
produce ſomething in the Father, which was 
not in Him before. Ne * 

To this you jocularly anſwer, * that an 
© eternal Produfl 


it muſt be a Production of ſomething #oviter 
froduttum, but of ſomething new, i. e. or 
ante exiſtens ; for there can he no Production 


where not hing is produced : Nor can there be 


a Production of a thing produced already, but 


of a thing not produced, and which hath its 


Being only by Product ian, and not other wiſe. 
And to this I expect your Anſwer, 


ion muſt be a Production of 
* ſomething NEW.” Whereas I did not ſaß 


p- 16. 


I proceed now to the 24 Fallacy charged yz; p. 1. 


upon me, | which, ſay you, confi/ts in my ar- 
gung from the Expreſſions of ARIANS | fas 
mous for diſſembling and equivocating | to thoſe 
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3 0 I 12) | | 
| of the ANT E-NICEHE Writers, Men of 4 
— different Stamp and Character. Now, in An- 
| ſwer to this I had told you, Reply p. 11. from 
| the Words of Sozomer, that when eArizs 
| « firf+ appeared, many Biſhops, many of the 
« Clergy, and no ſmall, Part of the common 

« People, adhered to eArizs, declaring that 

 & he did 3935; aiyew, [Peak rightly: And that 

4 many who appeared venerable for Holineſs 

& of Life and Skill in Speaking, favoured his 

« Party. Now you yourſelf conſeſs, De- 

fenſe, pag. 223. That Arius at firſt ſpoke: 
ee and bluntly, And therefore all' theſe 
iſhops, Clergy, People, and theſe Men ve- 
nerable for Piety and Learning, who thought 

he ſpoke rightly, and favoured his Opinion, 

muſt do it before there was any Diſſimulation, 
or Equivocation, uſed by him or his Party. 
Replyp. 241y. I added, that it is @ very uncharitable 
10, 11. Cenſure to pronounce of near à thouſand Biſhops 
conven d at Antioch, Selucia, Sirmium, Arimi- 

num, and elſewhere, that they were a Pack of 
Hypocrites and equivocating Knaves. To 

Auf p. rg. Which ou anſwer, 1. That you knew ot 
how I ſhall be able to make out near that Num- 

ber. 2dly. That thoſe who mage up thoſe 
Councils were not all of them ARTANS, 

And that the greater Part were impoſed upon 

. by the leſſer. And, 34ly/, That there may be 
ſome Difference between charging Men with 
uivocation, and calling them Knaves, To 


theſe things I anſwer, 1 
; 17 
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1/7, That I verily believe that the Fathers 
who met in theſe Councils were not all of 


them Arians; but they were all of them A- 
ſerters of ſome of thoſe Doctrines which you 


repreſent as eArian, and which are directly 


oppoſite to the Doctrine, which you call Cat bo- 
lick ; and many of them Deniers of the 
dude or Conſubſtantiality, defined in the N. 
cene Council, as ſhall be ſhewn by a parti- 
cular Conſideration of their Doctrines. 

The Council of eAztioch, conſiſting of 9 
Biſhops, declares that the Father, Son, an 
H. Ghoſt were ie wir dd, 15 & ipods h, 
three in Subſtance, but one in Concord, as Mi- 
lary himſelf . interprets theſe Words; and 


which, faith Socrates, changed the Words of 


the Nicene Council. Jb. 2. cap. 2. and Soz0- 
men lib. 3. cap. 5. The Council of Sirmium 
firſt pronounces Anathema againſt him who 
ſaid (as Dr V. does) that it was not the Son, 
but ne, the unbegotten Father that a 


1 
| 


peared to eAbrabam. And 2dh. That they 

not equal the Son with the Father, but de- 
clare ima ſubje& to Him, and therefore do 
not admit Two Gods. 34!y. That He produ- 
ced his Son not by Neceſſity of Nature, as Dr 
W. contends He did, but willingly. The 
Councils of Ariminum and Seleucia rejet not 


only the dude or Conſubftantiality, of the Fa- 


ther and the Son, and the 5uivoor or Likeneſs, 


of the Son to the Father, but alſo the Word 
vole, or Subſtance, as being, 2 Words not 2 | 


„ 

be found in Holy Writs. How much doth the 
Number of Perſons contained 1n theſe Coun- 
| cils fall ſhort of a thouſand, 
Now to ſay, that all theſe were Perſons 

groſly equivocating in a Doctrine abſolutel 

neceſſary to be believed in Order to Salvat 
on, or indeed in any Article of Faith, ſis to 
pronounce them egregious Kpaves. For ſure 
there is no Difference between a wilful Equi- 
vocator in Matters of ſo great Importance, 
and a Kyave. And on the other Hand, to 
ſay that above 300 Fathers could be perverted 
from the Faith by 80 Arians or Hereticks; is 
to blaſt the Credit of thoſe Fathers, and ei- 
ther to expoſe them as very ignorant of the 
Catholick Faith, or very eaſe to be perverted 

| from it. And much more is it ſo, to ſay (as 
Ani, 5 2 1. Dr V. does,) that a whole Synod was per- 
verted by the Subtilty of Euſebius of Nico- 
me dia. | 3 | 8 
Reply p. 9. To come now to what concerns my own 
particular Anſwer. I had faid, That it is not 
fairly ſuggeſted that I do this, when I find 
ſome Expreſſions run pretty high for the Di- 
vinity of Chriſt. For in all the Places re- 
err'd to, there is no Expreſſion of that Nature, 
but in the laſt, In anſwer to this you are 
pleaſed to refer me to ra Proemium p. 14. 
where nothing is ſaid of the Goabead, but on- 
ly of the Coeternity of the Son with the Fa- 
ther, To which I there ſay I have given a 
ſufficient Anſwer in my Book and then ex fi- 


Fr 
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per abundanti, I add, that the Biſhop's Argu- 
ment from thoſe Paſſages of the Ante · nicene 
Fathers, who ſay that he was begotten ante 
tempus, and therefore from Eternity, is weak. 
1. Becauſe all the eArians do, and as I 
elſewhere prove, are obliged from their "oy 
Principles to ſay the ſame, For ſeeing they al! 
aſſert that all things were made by the Son 
exiſting before all time, they 1 
muſt affirm that he was begotten before all 
time. And 24h). I ſtrengthen this Argument by 
the concurrent Suffrage of Euſebius Cæſarienſis, 
Tertullian, Novatian, Arnobius & Lactau- 
tius. | 


2dly. You ſay, that I obſerve the acknow: Anſwer, 


ledging of 
fore all the Worlds, was common to many who 
were utter Enemies to the Nicene Faith, And 


ſurely I had Reaſon to fay this, ſeeing it is 


expresſly own'd by all the four Councils be- 


fore-mention'd. 

34dly. You ſay, Igo on to prove this by the 
eAuthor of the Opus Imperfectum, who de- 
clares himſelf an Enemy to the Conſubſtanti- 
al Doctrine. And ſure y 1 have done it from 
theſe Words of his, Chriſtus eſt magnus Deus, 


ſed non eſt primus Deus, Chriſt is a Great 


God, but he is not the Supreme God, 


4thly. You ſay I proceed to obſerve from 2 


Bull bimſel fi that the Arians ſcrupled not an 
the Cachlddt Forms 78 — only the Ten 
Conſubſtantial, c. Now in this you endea- 


P 2 vour © 


Chriſt to be God of God, or God be-! 


ibid. 


bid. P. $. 
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vour to prove the 4rians to be equivocating. 
Sophiſters from the Words quoted out of Bp 
Bull, concealing the Words following, Hat 
vaſi e quidem, ſubdole, & ſenſu ſibi ipſis reſer- 
vato, (ff Praſuli ex Athanaſio loquenti ſit fi- 
der:) which ſhew that the Charge of Sophiſ- 
try and. Equivocation depends only on the 
Faith of Athanaſius their greateſt Adverſary, 
who had charged them with many other 
falſe things. 3 i 170 

Certain it is that all theſe four Councils re- 


puted Favourers of Arianiſm, even that of 


Arimizum, and That of Selexcia, do aſſert all 
theſe things. That Chriſt is ſolus ex ſolo, 


Deu, ex Deo. The Council of Antioch ana- 


thematizes thoſe, who fay there was a time 
when the Son was. not; or, whoſay the Son 
was a Creature, or as one of the Creatures. 
And the Council of Sirmium not only ſtiles 
him God of God, Light of Light, but anathe- 
matizes thoſe who ſaid he was a Creature, and 
| alſo thoſe who ſaid that the Son was made, 
of things that were not, or of another Sub- 
ſtance, and not, ex Deo, of God, and that 
theie was a time and an age in which he did 


net exiſt; ſaying that the Catholic Church 


counts all thoſe Aliens from her. That 
therefore they aſſert all theſe things is evi- 
dent from their Words. But that they ſaid 
theſe * things craftily, geceitfully, and in 4 
Senſe reſerved to themſelves, remains to be 
proved. | | | FA 

0 
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not to charge with equivocating : He ſays in": p- 
© a Preface, that there are many things which I, 20 


« Chriſti Deitate recederem; I plainly mean 
by thoſe Words, act indeed that Chriſt was 
the One Supreme God, who hath all Perfecti. 
ons from himſelf, but that he was truly 
God, and not made, or, no OR Is it 

ui vocation, not to imagine every Text, or 
oy Citation from the Fathers to impl 
what once I thought they did ? Is it Equive- 
cation to own a Change of Sentiments about - 
ſome Arguments, tho” one retains the ſame 
Opinion of the general Doctrine? Nay when 
I entertain'd the ſame Opinion long after my 
Diſquiſitions were publiſhed, as I could eaſily 
prove? Such heavy I ions are ea 
thrown about; but furely a Chriſtian, and a 
Chriſtian Divine, ſhould have ſome Regard 
to Chriſtian Charity; and think it unbecom- 
ing to ſally the Reputation of his Brother, as 
in this Caſe you, thro? Ignorance of me and 
my Thoughts, have done. | 

To conclude, Surely it cannot be ſtiled fal- 
laciows Dealing in me to aſſert that the Arians 
do ſay, what both eArizs and Exſebius Nicom. 
Tp3 aud, before Time and Ages, as Artusl. 1. c. 4. 


ſpeaketh:& 5. 
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ſpeaketh : or as Euſcbius Nicom. ſaith, that b 
Beginning cannot be expreſſed, no not ſo much au . 
conceived by Men, or Angels. And indeed {6 . 
their Doctrine required them to ſay; ſeeing'Y, 
all things could not be made, even iaſtrumen- |. 
tally, by Him, as the Arians ſay they were, 
who was not before Time and Ages. Moreo- . 
ver, the Mention of the eAriavs occurs but Y, 
once in all my ten Arguments, and therefore . 
cannot invalidate the Strength of them. Nor 
would the Diſquifitions loſe any of their 
Strength, ſhould theſe Words, [ Arians and 
Semi-Arians,] be left out. 4 
The third general Fallacy you charge me 
au with, is this, That I argue againſt the Faith Cl 
of the Ante-nicene Fathers, in Rafe ＋ Uh 
Chriſts real Divinity, from this Topick ; that I Ti 
they often diſtinguiſh God from Chriſt, and call NS 
the Father God abſolutely. PL 
Rep.p-12- To this I have anſwered 1/7, that I do this tha 
only in two Inftances, 54 
The 1½. From the Epiſtle of Clemem An 
Nom. to the Corinthians, where he conſtant :I giv 
* ly ſeparates ¶ i. e. diſtinguiſhes] Jeſus Chriſt 
from that God, whom he ſtiles the rue aud 
only God. Deum vero ne ſemel eum nun 
pat, but never once calls Chrift God, On 
© which Account, faith Photius, he may be 
«© reprehended, that calling aur Lord Chrif 
chief Prieſt ana Preſident, he neither ſpake 
© more highly of him, nor uſed Words worth 
© of Goc: Cod. 126, 


# 
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Jeires us this Encomium of it, that it zs 4 moſt 


Jreaching of the Truth delivered by the Apoſiles. 


(mo) 
« My ſecond Inſtance is taken from Polycarps. 

© Epiſtle to the Phil. where it is again obſer- 

ved that, nec ſemel eum Deum nuncupat; he 

not once calls him God; but continually ſe- 

* parates [ 7. e. diſtinguiſhesJhim from the omni. 

© potent God, or from God his Father, Let then 

this learned Critick ſhew that the Poſt-nicene_' 

Fathers do this in like manner, without cal- 

led Chriſt God, or uſing any higher Titles 

concerning him than theſe two Primitive” 

* Fathers did; and then, and'not till then, 

4 he ſay fomething pertinent to this pur- 

' pole. . | 
Here you ſay, that it is not wonderful, i lui. p-16- 

Clemens = 8 in a ſhort Die Fo 

Tract, hath ſpoke of the Father only, under the 

Title of GO D, and of the Son, as LORD, 

SAVIOUR, and HIGH-PRIEST. But 

Photius thought it reprehenſible in Clemens, 

that called the Son, Preſident, and High-Prief, 

but did not uſe concerning him, d ede. 

And as for the Epiſtle of Polycarp, Irenæus 


perfect Epiſtle, from which, they that will, may 
gather the Character of his Faith, and the 


And of 's Epiſtle to the Corinthians, 
he ſaith, that it is an Epiſtle repairing their 
Faith, and declaring to them the Tradition they 
bad lately received from the Apoſtles, and from 
which, they chat would, might learn the A- 

| poſtolical 


( 120 ) | 
| poſtlical Tradition of the cb, Lib. 3 


v4; 8 

My Arguments from the Epiſtle of Cle. 
mens you are pleaſed to produce, not in mine, 
but in your own Words; and ſo, you make 
them indeed another _ from what they 
Fruly are. I therefore ſhall produce them as 
they are in my own Diſcourſe, and then leave 
you to return an Anſwer to them. 

/f. T argue thus, He, that in an Epiſtle of 


59 Sections, always diſtinguiſhes Chriſt from | 
F 
c 


od, and never once calls him God, did not 
believe him to be, what he never calls him, 
the One Supreme God with the Father. But 
Clemens Rom. (as Photius has obſerved) never 

i once calls Chriſt God.—Ergo. = 
Rl And this Argument is ſtrengthned, 1. From 
5 this Conſideration, that Clemens, in that very 
4 Epiſtle, gives us a Deſcription of the Natur: 
and Dignity of Chriſt in many other Words; 
but never mentions him as God, in any of 
thoſe Deſcriptions. In his 16th Section he 
faith, that our Lord Jeſus Chriſt is ug. e 
rn n die, the Scepter of the Majeſty 0 
In his 36th Section he gives us a long 
Deſcription of what, 4 Mv#ins, the Lord of al 
things, had done by him: declaring that 
him we ſhall fee the ſupreme Countenance f 
God, By him, the Lord, . ine, would that 
we ſhould taſte of bis immortal Knowledge, Avi 
an | the! 
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then he ſtiles him the Splendor of His Great. 
neſs, and one ſo much greater than the Angels, 
as be had obtained a_more excellent Name, to 
wit, that of the Son of God; but goes no 
higher in that very Place, where he was ſo de- 
ſignedly ſpeaking of the Dignity of his Nature. 

Laſtly, in his 58h, F. he wiſhes to all that 
call upon the Name of that God, whom he 
had ſtiled the InſpeFor of all chings, the Lord 
of Spirits and of all Fleſh, Faith, Fear and 
Peace, to be procured by our Preſident and 
High Prieſt; but never uſed any Words con- 
cerning him desen, worthy of God. And, 

2dly, This will be further confirmed from 
all thoſe Places in which he does not only di- 
ſtinguiſh Chriſt from God, but gives him di- 
ſtin& Operations from Him, and declares him 
to be ſent by Him. Whereas the ſame God 
can neither be ſens by himſelf, nor have di- 
ſtin&- Operations from himſelf, nor do any 
thing by one, who is the ſame God with him- 
elf. us, for Inſtance, he faith, that Chriſt 
2 ſent by God, but the Apoſtles were ſent by 

rijts | | 

Ii Preface he wiſhes Grace and Peace tothe 
Cor. from the omnipotent God, by Jeſus Chriſt. 
And in his 20th F. he introduceth the great 
Maker, and Lord of all things, vouchſafing his 
Bleſſings to us By Jeſus Chriſt. 

My 24. Argument runs thus. He that 1s 


ſtiled by & Clemens a g wir@ debe, the 15 
an 


Cm y KRG 
and only Grd, excludes all others from this Ap- 
pellation. But fo doth Clement R. St H. 43. 


Ergo. e 

This Atgument is confirmed by Dr Clarke, 
in theſe Words, The word Solus, of necef- 
N ny rays appropriates ſomewhat to the Sub- 
© je& it is applied to: Not only excluſive of 
© every thing which that ſubject is oppoſed to, 
but alſo of every thing which that Subject is 


« diſtinguiſh'd from | 
When you have anſwered theſe Arguments, 
and given us your Senſe of the Word, Solur, 
if I be vot happily prevented by Mr. Nucl ſon, 
Iwill updertake to anfwer, what you refer to 
in ON fourth Sermon. 1 
To my firft Argument, the Strength of 
which confifts in thrs, that he never once "calls 
bim God, but diflinguiſhes them from each other 
in this Enqtiry, have we not, Tra Sir V bra xp, 
one Goll and one Chriſt, your anſwer is, that there's 
nothing * more common with Writers, who 
* have fully believed the Doctrine of a Co- e- 
* terfal Trinity, than this manner of ſpeak- 
ing: Eſpecially when they have been thigk- 
ing on another fubject, and had no Occaſion 
to ſpeak of Chriſts Divinity. And what if 
* Clemens, or Polzcarp, or any other Writer, 
in a ſhort Epiſtle, or Tract, have fpoke of 
* the Father only, under the Title of God, and 
* of the Son as Lord, Saviour and High Prizft, 


To 
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To' this I anſwer, 1. That the Epiſtle of 
Clemens cannot be truly ſtiled a ſhort Epiſtle, 
ſeeing it contains 59 Sec. & 28. Pages Folio. 


2dly, That it is falſly ſuggeſted, that Cle» 
Mens had no Occaſion to — of the Divinity 


of Chriſt, ſeeing I have ſhew'd you that he 


twice deſignedly ſpeaks of his Dagzity, which 
ſurely muſt 9 him an —.— to ſpeak 
of his Divinity, kad he thought with Dr. 
V. that it conſiſted in being One Supreme 
God conjunctim with the Father. 

3dly. Doloſus verſatur in Geveralibys, is a 
frequent Maxim. Now I called upon you to 
give one Inſtance of any Ante or Pg?-aicene 
Fathers, who ſo often ſpeak of Chriſt, as Cle- 
mens and Polycarp do, and yet never once 
call him God. This you have not done, and 
I believe you cannot do; and therefore you 
neither have given, nor can give, any Inſtance 
N to what I cited from theſe two Au- 
thors. | 

Seeing then, none of thoſe Fallacies which 
you charge upon me, truly deſerve That 
Name; and you have not anſwei'd any one of 
the Arguments extracted from my Book : 
Seeing the 1/f. pretended Fallacy, is wholly 
founded on Two groſs Miſtakes of your own ; 
and I have made it appear, that I have nei- 
ther uſed Efjence or Perſon in any other Senſe 
than that in which the learned Bp Bull uſed 
them: Seeing the ſecond pretended Fallacy, 
faid to run thro? my whole Book, would take 
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26. 


61240 
off nothing from the Strength of my Argu- 
ments, were it allowed to be ſuch: And 
laſtly, ſeeing the third pretended Fallacy, 
which is ſaid to occur pretty often, occurs on- 
ly in the two ſhort Chapters of Clemens Rom. 
and Polycarp. and they remain till in their 
full Force unanſwer'd : Hence it- is evident 
that all that He hath offered on theſe Heads, af- 
fords no Anſwer to any of the Arguments 
before-mention'd. | 

To proceed now to what you falſly call my 
Miſrepreſentations and Miſquotations of the 
Fathers, where I ſhall only take Notice of 
ſuch of them as reſpe& the Arguments rela- 
ting to this Controverſy. 


Defenf- You charge me with a ſuppoſed Injury done 


to Dr Cave, as inſinuating that He ſaid that 
many of the earlieſt Fathers were againſt 
ChriſPs Divinity, To this I have anſwered, 
That the Words of Dr Cave, plainly con- 
& tain theſe Aſſertions; 

«* 1. That in the Doctrine of Lactant ius 
« there was, error de Divinitate, de eterns 
« Filii exiſtentia aliſque capitibus, in quibus 
« obſcure, incaute, quandeque etiam pericu- 
jose loquutus eſt.” Now to evade the 


Force of this Teſtimony you ſay Defenſ. 
Pe 407, - 

1. That, in quibus, may not refer to ALL 
the foregoing Particulars but to many, or 
Reply p. moſt of them. To this I have replied that, 
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in quibus, plainly depends upon his expreſs 
Mention of the Divinity of Chriſt and of his 
eternal Exiſtence, as two of the Heads in 
which Lactantius had erred, Aud that be 
chiefly had Reſpect to them, is evident from 
this, that THEY are the only Dogmata, in 
which be could be ſaid to have erred dange- 
rouſly, which were difficult, and which bad 
not then been defined by the Decrees of Coun- 
cils, as theſe afterward: were : And therefore 
theſe muſt be the Things in which he ſpeaketh | 
jointly, and in which he had the concurrent Sen- | 
timents of very many AN TE-NICENE Fa- | 
thers, which in the other Heads mention'd 
he had not, | 
To this you anſwer 1. That Lactantius gp. * 
held very abſurd Notions of the Deity, and 
therefore that the Words, de Divinitate, 
I might refer to them. To this I anſwer, that 
II have fully proved, in my Diſq. Mod. Sect. 2. 
p. 100, 101. that tho' Lacrant ius had very ab- 
I furd Notions of the Divinity of Chriſt, yet 
| | he is never accuſed by the foremention'd Au- 
* | thors of any Error touching the Divinity of 
bad the Father. For whereas you fay that 
> | La#antius is known to have had very abſurd 
| Notions of the Divinity of God the Father, 
ſuppoſing God to have had a Beginning, and 
to have made Himſelf, this I have ſhewn to 
be your own Miſtake, For in that very Chap - ib. 1. c.. 
ter, in which he is ſaid to be, ex ſerpſo 742 
is _ 
rac 
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creatus, produced from Himſelf, He 
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the Father of all things, cujus principium 
non poteſt comprehendi, -whoſe 1 
cannot be comprebended: And this is more 
fully explained by himſelf, lib. 2. c. 8. in 
theſe Words, wiz. Salus Deus, qui factus non 
eft, ex ſeipſo fuit, ut in primo 2 diximus, 
God only, who is not mage, is from Himſelf, 
as we haue ſhewn in the firſt Book. Where 
you, neglecting theſe · Words, [ut ia primo li- 
bro diximus,] which plainly refer to, and 
give us the true Senſe of his former Words, 
au. p 38. Jou only anſwer, what if he ſpeaks right 

here? Doer it follow that he has not ſaid, 
what he really has ſaid in another place? Sure- 
ly it follows hence, that what he ſaid in ano- 
ther place had no other Meaning than what 
he himſelf tells us he meant in his firſt Book, 
as plainly appears from theſe Words, Cut in 
Primo libro aiximas : | 

I proceeded to prove that Dr Cave had ſaid 
the ſame things in his Diſcourſe concerning 
the Doctrine of Origen, and of Euſebius. In 
Anſwer to the latter you fay nothing; but to 
the firſt you ſay, * That Dr. Cave does not 
* ſay, that Origen's ſuppoſed Errors relating to 
* the Trinity, were nat contrary to any Arti- 
* cle of the Church, but only that magy of 
* Origen's cenſured Opinions were nat. 
Whereas he expresſly ſays, that he was con- 
demned al a toto antiquorum Senatu, 
by the whole Senate of the Antients, of the 
moſt grievous Errors, whoſe Footſters are ſut- 
ficiently known by his Works. Now 
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Now that they were Errors concerning the 
Trinity, ſufficiently a from the Teſti- 
monies cited from him by Epiphanias, St. Je- 
rom, Jultiniax and others; and by me alſo in 
this Reply ; and eſpecially from Huet ius, who 
chiefly defends them by ſaying; Thet the o- 
ther Ante-oicene Fathers bad ſaid the like 
things. And laſtly, from theſe Words of .Dr 
Cave, Inter B. Trinitatis Perſonas inequalita- 
tem, ac dignitatis gradus intercedere uoluit; 
ita at Filius Patre, & wlroque Spiritus S. in- 
ferior eſſet, pari modo ac radius à ſolari corpo- 
re emiſſus, i, ſoli dignit ate cedit. And then 
he concludes that, Mult æ que in Origine dam- 
nantur Opiniones, nullis neque Eccleſia Catho- 
lice Axticulis, ueque eApoſtolicis Traditionmus, 
nec Cauciliorum Decretis, eo ſaltem tempore, 
aduer - And what can this refer to, 
but to thoſe. Errors concerning the Trinity, 
which afterward were condemned by the De- 
crees of many Councils. 8 
To conclude; concerning Euſebius who 
had almoſt all the ſame Sentiments reſpe- 
ing the Trinity with Origen, Dr Cave ſaith, 
that his Sentiments were common to him, aum 
multi 8 Saculorum Dactoribus, and 
ſuch, de guilus nondum ſuum tulerat Eccleſia 
Figs All theſe things were publiſhed by 
im in the Year 1688. And if in his 4p 
written Ten Years after, he ſeems to ſpeak 
things, in the Heat of Diſputation, ſeemingly 
contrary, That will not prove that he did nor 


ſay, 
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ſay, what in his Hift. Liter. he expreſly did 
ay. In a Word, I added, that in his Ac- 
count of the Life of Origen, he ſaith, he had 
« {ſuperſeded his Deſign of conſidering the Chief 
e of thoſe Notions and Principles, for which 
_ & Origen is ſo heavily charged by the Antients, 
& becauſe Mr. Huet had — it ſo fully, ſo 
46 clearly; ſo impartially. And yet it is 
certain that Mr. Huet hath done it chiefly oy 
charging moſt of the Ante-nicene Fathers wit 
the like, or worſe, Opinions, as appears from 
theſe Words — Fauorabilior erit pro Origeni- 
anis partibus Præſcriptio, que ex paribus in eo- 
dem ar o Patrum aliorum locutionibus pe- 
ti 5050 
- Had Dr Cave in this been agu it would 
have been leſs to be regarded; but ſeeing his 
Aſſertion is ſtrengthned with the Concurrence 
of ſo many able Judges conſenting with him; 
vi x. of pid ya ſaying that Patres Nicena 
Synodo Anteriores, —— ' Fathers before the Ni- 
cene Council, ſpoke almoſt in the [ime Words as 
Arius. And of Huetius; that © in this, Ter- 
e tullian and moſt of che Farbers before the 
Nicene Council held the ſame Doctrine, to wit, 
that the Son was produced a little before che 
« World. ” This ſay the Biſhops, Preſbyters, and 
Deacons, they often heard eAlexander of A. 
lexandria teaching in the Church. This faith 
Arius in his TA all the Eaſtern Biſhops held; 
and for holding this, Euſebius of Cæſarea = 
e 
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and five other Biſhops were afterwards ana · 
thematized by e ander, that is, for not aſ- 
ſerting that a} 3 Sg, 40 8 vide" du , Jus vide, 
that God was always, that the Son was al- 
ways ; that the Father was always, and the 
Son was always, that is, the Father and the 
Son were together. Whereas the oriental Bi- 
ſhops declared, in mginizxu 5 Sri 54 vid drdgyar, 
that the Father without Beginning exiſted be- 
fore the Son: As indeed moſt of the Ante- 
nicene Fathers did, by aſſerting, that the Fa- 


ther alone, was, 5 «yAmilG@- & draexss, unbegotten 


and without roms. This being his Pre- 
rogative, faith Tertullian, and Novatian, to 


be fine Principio, fine Orig ine, & fine Nativi- 


tate, without Beginning, without Original, 
and without Nativity ;, whereas the Son, ſay 
they, had a Beginning, an Original and a Na- 
tivity, So true is that Cenſure of the Au- 
thor of the Nevi concerning the Errors of 
Lattantius; that Lactantius non agnoſcebat 
Æternitatem Filii Dei, did not own the Eter- 
nity of the Son of God. 

A ſecond Miſrepreſentation charged upon 
me is, that the Account of Jwu/tia M. is one 
continued Miſrepreſentation, To which I have 
anſwered, that I have made it manifeſt that I 
have not miſrepreſented Fuſtin M. both from 
the State of the Queſtion betwixt him and 
Tryj ho; and from 7rypho's Confeſſion ; and 
from the Arguments by which Juſtin attempts 
to prove that the — Writings ſpeak- 

\ im 8 


v. 
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ing of the a4&y&, or Son of God, ſpoke of him 
Who was az g Het 3; de 54 mums TOY dA 
6:05, not another Perſon only, but another who 
is God, beſides that God who made all things: 
referring fora further Proof to the Arguments 
contained in that large Chapter concerning 
the Opinion of Juſtin M. And whatſoever 
you . ſay to the contrary, it is very certain. 
that, through this whole Diſpute with Typo, 
he never ſtiles that God, from whom he di- 
ſtinguiſhes the Son, 5 anwegys, but always 
5 mie Tor . Nor doth he take this Difſtin- 
ction of, 5 n, and 8 unf, from Plato, 
but only faith, there is a great Difference 
betwixt them, as Plato himſelf owns, 

All that you here produce from other Au- 
thors, (did they ſpeak and think, as you would 
make them do,) is but one grand Impertinence, 
For we are now diſputing only concerning 
the Opinion of Juſtin M., of whom I only ſay, 
that in his whole Dialogue, in which: he at- 
tempts to prove that the Prophetical Writings 
ſpeak of another who is God, He always 
ſpeaks of the Son, as another from the 24, 
ide mnrüt, but not from the S1wwyys. This is the 
thing you ſhould have confuted, and not have 
told us, that he was called by other Per- 
ſons 76 d v. Even the fame Juſtin diſ- 
courling of the fame Matter, elſewhere tiles 
him 0 Inwvgy cs d GAwyy eApolog. 24. P. 96. 
yet in this Diſputation with Trypho, he never 


y * 


Rep'y uſes that Term; this is the only thing I there 


aſſerted 
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aſſerted, and which you ſhould have diſpro- 
ved, if you could. But to ſhew you how 
fallacious your Teſtimonies are in fome few 
Inſtances, | 


17. Whereas you ſay that Euſebius ſtiles , 
Chriſt, d hi Tor de Anjuveyds, AS indeed "gy 


does, lib. 10. c. 4, He explains it thus J. 1. 
c. 2. P. 5. that he i the Maker of all things, 
ru can with the Father, and the ſecond 
Cauſe of all things, win! ny liga, after the Fa- 
ther; and that he miniſtred to the Commands 
of his Father, in the making of them. And in 
his 2d Book de Eccl. Theo), cap. 14. he de- 
clares that the Evangeliſt does not ſay, that 
all things were made 6m . or it d but 
d dus, and that the Particle [Me] = dn 
muah, ſignifies Subſerviency, 
Origen, whom you cite alſo, is full and ex- 
preſs againſt you; for he faich, Com i» Joh. 
p. 56, all things were made Ne tm bye, x d 
#73 xoys, by the Word, and not from the Word; 
and by one who is greater and more excellent 
than the Word; and who could he be but the 
Father? And pag. 61. That the World was 
made by the Word, as the MINISTER of the 
Father. After this Obſervation my Argument 
begins thus, | | 
He that, being * r by Trypho to prove 
from the Prophetical Spirit, that ansther is 
God beſides the Maker of all things, declares 
that he will prove this, muſt deſign to prove, 
not only that there was another Perſon of the 
| mo ſame 


( 132 ) 
ſame numerical Eſſence with the Maker of all 
things; but that there was another who is, 
and is called God, mentioned in the Prophetical 
Writings, beſides the Maker of all Things. 
But Ju, M. undertakes to prove this from 
the Prophetical Writings. And accordingly 
we find him conſtantly proving This ; but ne- 


ver mentioning, or ſo much as hinting at the 


Son's being a Perſon of the fame numerical 
Eſſence with the Father. 


2a). He that did this fo fully, that both 


Trypho and his Friends are forced to confels, 
that he had proved from the Scriptures, that 
there was another who is, and is called, God, 
beſides the Maker of all things: He muſt not 
only have ſhewen, that there was another Per- 
ſon of the ſame numerical Eſſence with the 
Maker ef all things, but that there was 4no- 
ther who is, and is called God beſides Him. 
For certain it is, that Trypbo and his Friends 
knew nothing of this perſonal Diſtinction of 
the Father and the Son; and yet they con- 
feſs that he had fully proved, — there was 
eG dee another who is God beſides the Ma- 
ker of all things. His Friends ſay it in theſe 
Words : It 7s neceſſary to own that one of the 
Lords mentioned as raining Fire and Brimſtone, 
and ſeen to Abraham, was another Lord, from 
the Maker of all things. And Trypho himſelf 
ſaith, Pag, 279. It ſufficiently appears That 
the Serif tures compel us to confi this; and p. 
283. That he had manifeſtly proved, that the 


Lord 
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Lord who nppenred to Moſes in the Baſh, 
« my n rd lov, Was, not the Maker of all 
things, but him who appeared to eAbraham, 
Iſaac, and Jacob; and who is an Agel or Meſ- 
enger of Him, who is elt, & rende rd du, 
the Father and Maker of all things. And again, 


p. 286. That he had by many ſtrong Argu- 


ments proved this. And then he concludes 
thus, Let this Other be the deſigned Lord and 
God of Chriſtians, yet we, who are the Wor- 
ſhippers of 7 J, x am 76 N ros, of God, 
even of Him who MADE this very Perſon, 
Love ty need either to profeſs or worſhip him, 
bY To ' ; 
; A third Argument may be taken from 
Tuſtin's frequent Declaration of what he did 
delign to prove, or, of what he had proved; 
to wit, from the perpetual Diſtinction in all 
thoſe Proofs he makes betwixt the God who 
appeared to Abraham and Moſes, and the Ma- 
ker of all things, For, ſaith he, P. 279. Have 
you not yet underſtood that i its, That One of the 
Three, who is ſtiled God and Lord, did miniſt- 
er to Him who is in Heaven. And a little af- 
ter, That be received Power from the Lord 
4 Heaven, that is, from the Parent of all 
things. | 
240. From theſe Words of the Prophetical 
Spirit, that beſides Him who is the Maker of 
all thi there is another, who is called 
L theſe he pal the Pſalmiſt, = 
d ſaid unto my Lord, fit thot on my rig 
Hand, &c. E 34ly . 


— 


Jay. He faith, p. 340. That be had demon. 
ſtrated, that he who is not only called ings; Sl; 
from the Maker of all things, but is alſo in 
the ſame places declared to be his Angel, and 
his Meſſenger, ſent by Him to reveal his Will, 
bie who is ſaid to be ſubject to the Father of 
all things, and never to have ſaid or done 
any thing, but what © u gen Deen, the Maker 
of the World would have him do and ſay, 
- mult certainly be another from Him who made 
the World. * er e ate! b 
Hence all the Ante-nicene Fathers, who 
ſpeak of this Subject, conſt ant ly, declare, that 
it was abſurd and impious, nefas, to call the 
Supreme God, an Angel. And even common 
' Senſe ſhews, that he who is one in Eſſence 
with the Supreme God, or one and the ſame 
with him, cannot be ſubject to him, or ſubſer- 
vient to bis Will, or be ſent by Him as his 
Meſſenger, or be ſaid, to ſay and do nothing, 
but what the Maker of the World would have 
him ſay or do. NY | 
1500 This will be further evident from 
all the Texts of Scripture, which Juſtin 
makes Uſe of, to prove this Propoſition ; vis. 
That there was another, who by the Prophe- 
tical Writers was called God and Lord, and“ 
who was ſo, beſides the God that made all" 
things. ex. gr. from thoſe Words of Gen. 
The Lord rammed down fire and brimſtone from 
the Lord from Heaven: From the Words of 
the Plalmiſt, God, even thy God hath —_ 
| bee 


- 
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thee with Oyl of Gladueſs above thy Fellows : 
And from thoſe other Words of the ſame Pſal- 
miſt, The, Lord ſaid unto my Lord, fit thou 
on my right Hand, &c. From which Paſſages _ 
ir appears that in Jaſtin's Opinion, the Lord 
on Earth was another from Him in Heaven: 
That he was a God anointed by another: 
and a- Lord exalted to the right Hand of ano- 
ther, and a greater Lord. | * 

Laſtly, This will be further evident, even 
to the cleareſt Demonſtration, from the eAb- 
ſerdities we ſhould be guilty of, ſhould we in- 

0 Neerpret the Scriptures, as Dr. V. hath done, as | 

ſpeaking of the ineffable and unbegotten God, | 
he Io which Effect is 1ſt. That remarkable 
on Hlace, P. 356, 357- where Juſtin ſaith, that | 
when God by Moſes ſaith, The Lord ſpake un- | 


V3 
or. wer, and God outwardly ſhut the eArk of 


is NMeab, wwe. muſt not think Tir dy o, the 

ubegotten God, either to have aſcended or de- 
25 cended ; 3 N 4jpure; male, for the ineffable Fas | 
ther and Lord of all things remains in his Re- 
om Pin. How therefore can he be ſaid to ſpeak 
fin I 299, te be ſeen of any, or to appear in any © 

Part of the Earth? And again, _ Moſes de- 
he. ares that there was 4 Perſon ſtiled GOD, 
ande of Abraham at the Oak of Mamre, who, 
all vas ſent by another, that always remains in the 
1% beſt Heavens, and was never ſeen of am, 
nr [poke to any, Ii tails, by himſelf, whom we. 
de to have been the Maker and Father rf 

| : 2 


SY 
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all things. And unleſs we underſtand the 
Words thus, i. e. not of the God of Heaven, 
but of that other Lord who appeared on Earth, 
it will follow that the God and Lora of all 
things was not then in Heaven, but in à little 
Part of the Earth. | of 

Let us now fee what you anſwer to theſe 


Arguments, and to the others which I had 
_. contracted and put together, Di/7. Mod. pag. 


Page 35. 


33, 34. If you fay any thing to them, it is 
when you come to juſtify yourſelf from the 
Miſrepreſentatians I charged upon you, and 
to which you anfwer theſe three things, 
1. That Juſtin M. only aſſerts a Difference in 
Perſon betwixt the Father and the Son.” 24). 
You attempt to prove this, from thoſe Word: 
of "Juſtin to Trypho,: There, will never be, 0 
Trypho,. nor ever was,” fintethe World began, 
another God beſides the Maker and Diſpoſer of 
all things, &c. Whence you infer, that Chriſt 
could not be ſtiled by Jin inen 3425, another 
God. And zahy. Lou aſſert that Juſtin ſtiles 
that Perſon, who was the Son of God, the 
_ of Abraham, Ifaac, and Jacob. To the 
ſt. 1 78 = 
LI anſwer, That it is very ſurprifing to find 
you ſo configently affirming that 7 Differ- 
ence aſſerted by Juſt in betwixt the Father and 
the Son was only perſonal; Since, Jaſtin {0 
expres{ly and frequently ſtiles the Son, d 


y ncht debt dad Si 76 mt? or lar, another 


and diſtinet wis GON, from that Goda wh 
ay = 


0 


made ul thingr. Now if Anotber differ- 


ing in Perſon only from the Father, may be 
tiled another d, Ga, then thoſe who have 


aſſerted that the Son is a Being dint from 


the Father, are no more guilty of Arianiſm, 
than Juſtin M. was; nay are as Orthodox as 
3 and pureſt — 1 — wh $I 

edly. Fuſtin M. plainiy an uently aſ- 
ſerts, — /Tad ee is\called Gad, 5s fub- 
ject to the Communds, and ſubſervient to the 
Will of the Maker of all things; and that 
he never will'd nor did any thing, but what 
the Father world have him will and do. Now 
it is impoſſible for one, who is of the ſame 
numerical Eſſence with the Father, to be ſub- 
ject to the Commands, and ſubſervient to the 
Will of the Father; that being to be ſubject 
and obedient to himſelf. See for ſurther Proof 


ol this, Diſ7. Mod. p. 29. Where it is obſer- 


ved that the Word, d, is never tobe 
bund in the genuine Works of Juſtin MM., 
though he makes Uſe of the Word, 'egrems, 
Perſan, above ten times. And whereas the 
Poſt: nicene Fathers, if they at any time ſpeak 
of Chriſt as diſtinguiſhed from the Fa- 
ther, they tell us that they only mean anat her 
Perſon, and not one different in Eſſence from 


the Father : Yet Jin M faith almoſt twen- 


ty times, that Chriſt is God, another from 


the Got that made all things; without gi- 


ving us the leaſt Caution or Intimation that 


by thes deb, another God, he only meant aus- 
/ - ther 
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ther Perſin; one different from Him in Perſon 
only, and not in Effence. | 

To this you anſwer, that though Juſtin M, 
does not mention the Word, Perſon, yet he aſ. 


ſerts the thing; which, when you are pleaſed 


to tell us where he doth this, ſhall be conſider- 
ed. But ſure it is a/moft incredible,” that a 


Man ſhould always «ſſert what he never men- 


tions, That he ſhould always repreſent Chriſt 


as Gol, another from the God that made all 


things, and yet mean only the ſame in Eſſence, 
and different in Perſon only from Him. It is 
not to be ſuppoſed that F:/tin wanted Words 
to expreſs his Meaning, or to inform us that 
he only meant another Perſon. Seeing then 
his Words ia their proper and native Senſe, 
plaialy import that the Son was not only ano. 
ther Perſon, but 8. God, diſtinct from the 
Maker of all things ; nor doth he ever in this 
whole Diſpute interpret them to any other 
Senſe ; we have no Reaſon to bclieve he de- 
figned them fo. | 

24h. This being ſo, the Drs Argument 
from F»/tiz's Words, that Chriſtians own no 
other God, but the Maker and Diſpoſer of all 
things, can't be deſigned to prove that Chriſt 
was the /ame God, who is here (tiled the Ma- 
ker of all things; for then he would not 
throughout the whole following Dialogue 
have declared that he was ings de, another 
from the Maker of all things. 


Hence 
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Hence it is obſervable, 1/7. That Tube ne- 
ver charges Juſtin with contradicting his for- 
mer Words, by faying and contending that 
Chriſt was another from that God that made 
all things , but frankly and ingenuoufly owns 
that he had done this: only adding, that tho 
Chriſtians, who were called by his Name, 
might worſhip Him, yet the Jews, who were 
Worſhippers Tv 1 Tonozyrr ©, of Him that 
MADE bm, need not do it. 

24. It is obſervable from p. 227, 228, 
till he comes to the Diſpute betwixt him and 
Ti ph, that he conſtantly diſtinguiſhes our 
Lord Chriſt from the Maker of all things; 
laying, r. Pag. 234+ That the Jews deſpi- 
ſed the Chriſtians who truſted in Jeſus 
* Chriſt, and in the omnipotent God, the 
Maker of all things, who fent him. And 
bag. 249. that God the Father of all things, 
* raiſed "Chriſt from the Earth, and placed 
him at his right Hand, *till he ſhould make 
his Enemies his Footſtool.* And pag. 253. 
he ſaith, that the Hereticks bla ſphemed 
the Maker of the Univerſe, and Chriſt, 
whom the Prophets had del ared ſhould 
* come from Him. And laftly, © that by 
the Name of Jeſus we Chriſtians be- 
* lieve in God the Maker of all things. And 
having ſaid all theſe things, he proceeds to 
prove toTrypho, that Chrift is, dc, God, di- 
ſtint from the Maker of all things. More- 
over, Juſt in, in both his Apolagies, makes a like 

| S 2 Diſtinct» 
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Diſtinction betwixt the Maker of all things, and 
Teſus Chu i. For in his eAf9logy filed the fit, 
ſpeaking of him who. is properly called the 
Sam of Gad, he. ſaith, be it alſo called Chriſt; 

becauſe God, à avIs, by. him made and adorned. 
all things, p-. 44. And in his. 24 Apology, 
That we Chriſtiaus know, 30 048 more wort by 
of. Empire, next to that, God wi, begat him, 
than be that was begotten, And pag, 60, he 
calls Jeſus Chriſt aur Teacher, and the Som of 
our Lord God ard, Father of all things and 5. 
61. De follow the only and unbegotten Gad, hy 
the Son. p. 63. he adds, that Coriſi pronouns. 
cedthat- none is Goudibut the God: who made 
all. things. p. 74. 146 Word is the principal 
Virtue, and the Son, after. God the Parent and 
Lord of all things. Gr. aunt r Texhea S 
geil dh, Pag. 76. That the Scniptures ſome- 
times ſſeak in the Perſon, ; S10761s,7 ails N an- 

de 9469, Of God. the Father and; Loxdiof all: 
Things, aud ſometimes iu the Perſon of, Chriſt, 
„ 79. That tbe Dzmons, @5:1%/2 as mthem 
avaided the Power of, 6 aan Tarn xz; og: 


. 


a det, God the Father and Lord of all things, 
and of: bis Cbriſt: And again, f. 92. and. p. 
94. That thoſe who. are baftigse, are waſhed 
in the Name,  na7ghs d A n dio wile $404, Of 
God the Father and Lord of all things, and 
of. eur Saviour Feſus Chriſt, and of the Holy 
; haßt. See. alſo p. 96. of which we have 
fully diſcourſed already. And, P. 98 2 
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laud the Maker of. all things, by Jrſus Chri 

and the. Holy Spirit. un 5 
zal. That which fundamentally deſtroys 
this Argument is this Conſideration, that 
thoſe Ante-Micene Fathers, who anſwer the 
Object ions of the Sabellians, do uſe the like 
Preface, Thus Origen begins his Anſwer, 
That. the unbegatten. God, the Father of. all 
things, whom: Chriſt in. his Prayer ſtiles the 
only true God, ic, 5. 94%, with an! Article. 
But Chriſt is only; debe, without an, Article. 
Aud hence, ſaith. he, we may anſwer the eArgu- 
ments of thoſe, who, fur fear of owning; two, 
Gods; deny the Propriety of the Son to. be 
different. from that of the. Father. Novatian 
uſes almoſt the ſame Preface with 3 
in theſe Words, nas enim ſcimus, & legimus, 
Y credimus, unum eje Deum, qui fecit Cœ- 
lum pariter ac Terram; quoniam nec alterum 
nouimus, aut noſſe (cum nullus ſit) pot erimus. 
Far we. know,. and. have. read; and believe,, 


that there is one God, who'made the Heavens, 


as well as the Earth, ſince. we know no. other, 
neither can we know (there being na ather.) 
And then enquiriag,, zumguid duos Deos 
ſeriptura agnoſcit? , whether the Seriptures 
acknowledges two Gods; He anſwers this En- 
quiry by propounding faur ſignal Differences 
betwixt God the Father and the Son. And 
then concluding that by Reaſon of theſe 
Differences between them, there can't be 
two Gods, but ne God ; Laus Deus oftendi- 
| res EN tar 


5. 50. 


Anfwer, 
7. $1 - 


Cre) 
tar verus & aternus Pater, a que ſolo hec 
vis divinatis emiſſa, etiam in Filium tradita 


£5 girefta rurſum per Subſlantiæ communionem 


ad Patrem revolvitur. 


You fay in Juſtification of your ſelf, that 
* Tuſtin M. aſſerts that That Perſon had ano. 


* ther Perfon with Him, a real and proper 
© Son; which Son was alſo God and Lord, 


© and God of Abraham, &c. But you. had 


the Wiſdom not to quote any Words of 
Juſtin to this Effect; he having never ſaid any 
thing like it, or ever mentioned ν x7 with- 
ont Je, Or a joined to them, or placed fo 
near as to exclude all Poſſibility of Miſtake. 


To this Invention of your on, you add 


another in theſe Words, | 


That the Queſtion betwixt Trypho and 


« Fuſtin was chiefly this, whether God was a 
© Father i à proper Senſe, l. e. whether he 
& had really 2 Son. Whereas there is no- 


thing of this Nature, either in the ſtating the 


Queſtion between them, or in the Proſecution 
of it, as appears by thoſe many Arguments 1 
have produced from him; nor in the Confeſ- 
fion of Type, viz. that he had fully proved 
his Point; but on the contrary a continual 
Aſſertion that the 29 mention'd by the Pro- 
phetic Writings was another and different 
Lord and God from God the Maker of all 
things. N 


vou 
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You defend your laſt Artifice in producing 
{ theſe Words of Juſiiz, p. 283. You have Def. ) g7. 


© ſeen, Gentlemen, that thie ſame Perſon 
* whom Moſes calls an Angel, and who con- 
«© verſed with him in the Flame of Fire; that 
© very Perſon, being God, ſignifies to Moſes, 
that himſelf is the God of eAbraham, &c. 
Behold what Fraud and Artifice is here made 
uſe of! For whereas you cite theſe Words 
to prove, that they were ſpoken of the ane 
Supreme God, the whole Dialogue from the 
Beginning to the End, manifeſtly proves the 
contrary, nay, that Juin deſigned to infer the 
contrary from the Text there produced. 

For Juſtin begins his Arguments to prove 
that Chriſt was ine& 942, another who is God, 
diſtin from God the Maker of all things, in 
that, he who appeared to Abraham at the 
© Grove of Mamre, was axother from Him 
* whoalways remains in the higheſt Heavens, 
* who.is ſeen of none, or ever ſpoke to any 
* by Himſelf, and therefore never was ſeen 
* of, or ſpoke to eAbrabam by Himſelf, but 
* by another different from Him. Which 
Words, faith one of the Friends of Trypbo, 
make it neceſſary for us to confeſs that he 
ſpoke of another Lord, belides*=this God 
who appeared to Abraham. But :Ti#ypho and 
the reſt flatly deny, that the Words alleged 
by Juſin did prove that there was another 
who is God and Lord, beſides Him who by 
the Holy Spirit is ſtiled the Maker of a 
| things. 


| 


; 


to wit, whether Juſtin cou 


WER ... . 4 as 
things. Which Words evidently ſhew, that 
That was the Subject in diſpute betwixt them, 

fa prove that there 
was another who is God. To which Jin 
anſwers, P. 275, I will endeavoar to prove to 


ou, who underſtand the Scripture, that there i, 


another who 1sGod<nand Lord, befides the Ma. 
ker of all things; who i culled an Angel or 
Meſſenger, iu that he . declares to Men all that 
the Maker of the Univerſe would have bim 
declare. Which Words afford two undeniable 
Arguments, that Juin could not mean the 
Supreme God. 7 | 
1. Becauſe all the Ante- nicene Fathers, 
who writ upon this Subject, ſay, it is, nefas, 
abſurd and impious, to call the Supreme God, 
an Angel. ä 

24l). Becauſe this Angel is faid to be the 
Ne vealer, not of his own Will, but of the 
ill of the Maker of all things; And there- 
fore had not one and the ſame Will with Him, 
as the Supreme God mutt have. | 

Trypho perſiſts ſtill obſtinate, and fays, that 
Juſtin had not demonſtrated, that there was 


another dobo is God beſides him Who ap- 


| 


pear'd to Abraham ; plainly inſinuating that 
this was the thing Ju/tin M. had undertaken 
to demonſtrate. And therefore Juſtin goes on 
thus. I will endeavour to NN 0, that 
He who appeared to eAbraham, Jacob, and 
Moſes, and in theScriptures is called, God, i. 
another from the Maker F all things, an 
| | At, 


xiyw, d %u, I mean it Number, but not 
in Mill. Where it deſerves to be obſerved 
that Juſtin is concern'd for the Concurrence, 
or Unity of Nl, of this other who is called 
debe, God, with the Maker of all things; but 
ſaith not one Word to ſhew that he thought 
him one in numerical Effence with Him. He 
further affirms, that beides Him, who is the 
Parent of all things, and who is only compre- 
hended by the underſtanding (being inviſible to 
the Eye of Senſe) there is another, dub by the 


H. Spirit is called Lord: And then he enquires, 


whether they believed any one to be called God 
and Lord, beſides the Maker of all things, and 
of his Chriſt. | 

This he further proves from thoſe Words in 


the cloſe of this Diſcourſe : viz. The Lord 
rained Fire and Brimſtone from the Lord in 


Heaven : where, faith he, one of the three 


who is called God and Lord, adminiſtred to | 
Him who was the Lord in tbe Heavens, and 
therefore was not the Lord in the Heavens, | 
but His MINISTER. d this Lord is that 
Lord who received Power from the Lord who | 
was in the Heavens to execute his Judgment 


pon Sodom. Now certain it is, that he who 


receives Power from another God, can neither 


be the Supreme God, nor of the ſame Eſſence 
with Him. Here Trypho is forced to confeſs, 


that this was ſo; that is, that the Scripture 


demonſtrates that there is another ho is and 
is called God, beſides the Maker of all things. 
T Juſtin 


q 


. 

Juſtin further proceeds thus, that this God 
who was ſeen of the Patriarchs, ig called, 
Lord, and Angel, that thence you may know 
he is the Miniſter, Toy Dr varpbs, Of the Fa- 
ther of all things. Now after all theſe De- 
monſtrations that the God who appeared to 
Abraham, &c, follow theſe Words, quoted by 
the Dr. Tou have ſeen, Gentlemen, that the 
ſame Perſon, whom Moſes calls an Angel, and 
who converſed with him in the Flame, of Fire, 
that ſame (Angel) being God, ſignifies to Moſes 
that Himſelf is the God of Abraham, Ifaac, 
and Jacob: Now can any Man of Senſe ima- 
gine that Juſtin M. ſhould ſtile an eAngel, the 
Supreme God; or ſhould here affirm, what he 
had all along denied and confuted from 2 275. 
to p. 282. vix. that the God he had ſpoken of, 
Was the ſame God with the Maker of the 


World; and much leſs that he ſhould tell the 


Jews, 'that they might underſtand this from 
thoſe Words in which he had fo long been 
proving the contrary, and that ſo convincingly 
as to force them to confeſs, that he had fully 
proved the Scriptures concerning Chriſt ſpoke 
of another who is called God beſides the Ma- 
ker of all things? And this is evident to a 
Demonſtration: from the Words following, 
(frauaulently concealed by you) to wit, that 


tho' the, Angelus & Deus, Ange} and God, 


mentioned in the Place quoted by you, ap- 
peared together in the Viſion of Moſes, = 
was it not the Maker of all things who ſaid 

| ro 
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C 
to Moſes, chat he was the God of eAbrahary, 
Iſaac and Jacob; and who adminiſtred to the 
Will of the Maker of all things in executing 
his Judgments upon Sodom: This he 
e eee 
1. Becaufe no Man of Senſe dare affirm 
that the Supreme God over all would leave 
the higheſt Heavens, and appear in à ve- 
ry ſmall Part of the Earth, as He that 
rained Fire and Brimſtone from Him had 
done: ſeeing (as he faith in another Place al- 
ready cited) the unbegotten and ine fable God 
_— always in his Place, and is never ſeen 
"bt OI LON od A 
24ly. From the Confeſſion of Trypbo, as it 
was now demonſtrated by. Juſtin, . that b. 
him who appeared to Abrabam, and is al- 
© led God and Lord, and who received Pow- 
© er from the Lord in the Heavens to execute 
Judgment upon Sodom, We are not to un- 
5 dertfand the Maker of all things, but him 
* who appeared to the Patriarchs, * Which is 
a plain Acknowledgment that Juin in his 
Opinion, had demonſtrated that he who ap- 
peared to Abraham was not the Maker of all 
things, And this Argument receives Strength 
from hence, that Trypho could not be ſuppoſed 
to know, or believe, any thing of the perſonal 
Diſtinction buy of God the Son - from the 
Father, and of the Unity of them Both, as to 
Hence. 


T 8 Juin 


( 148 ) al 

u/tin demonſtrates this 34. by declari 
115 the Augel of the Lord who 7 
"Moſes, and was God and Lord, was he that 
miniſtred to the Supreme Gad. Whereas the 
fame God cannot be Miniſter to himfelf, But, 
A4. To overthrow your Aſſertion at once, 
92 expreſly Aith, that neither Abraham, 
Iſaac, or Jacob, ar any other, ever ſaw the 
Father and ineſfable Lord of all things, and f 
| his Chriſt : But, him only, who according to 
| his Will aud Counſel was God and his Son; 
and Angel, for as much as he miniſtred to his 
Mill. See tor further Proof of this, p. 358, 
/ 359. and eſpecially theſe Words, u & 
umd. de Yui lieb wi, he that is begotten is 
another in number, from him who begets.; and 
again, Iles, 72, is another thing, and not only 
anether Perſon. 1892 Wh 04:13; 
"You have very, little to fay, (tho? you make 
many Attempts to anſwer ſome other things, 

which I had mention'd in my Diſg; _ 
However, ½. You endeavour. to ſhelter 
yourſelf from the Fraud I charged upon you in 
concealing the Words following the Place you 
quote, Which ſo expreſly, ſay, that it was, not 
the Maker of all things, who: appeared to 
Moſes; aud whe ſaid that be was the God ef 
Abraham, Cc. And whereas you ſay 10 44 
Anſ. p. 58. mole Juſtin's Wards ſhould have. any. other 
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auing than that which you. have Sues them, 
Fhave here largely ſhewn you, both that it 
is Impoſſible they ſhould have that Meaning 

you 


what that Meaning is. 


Was true of that other who is ſtiled God oy 


- 


(149) 
you have put upon them, and allo that they 
haue, and mult have, another Meaning, and 


. 2dly. Whereas you fay that the follow; 

ords are far from confronting this Senſe, 

would fain know what Words can more con- 
front it. You ſay, that Chrift is Gad, and 
yet not Another God from the Father, p. 55 
Juſtin, in direct Contradiction to your Ac- 
count, calls him over and over, V $i, and 
univerſally diftinguifhes him from the Father 
and Maker of all things. Le 398% 
- 1 Frypho obſerves in the Words cited by you, 
that poſſibly it might be only an Angel that an. . 53 
appeared, and God C che Father] might | 
< ſpeak to Moſes by that Angel. To this | 
very thing I fay, Fuftin anſwers, that it could = 
not be the Maker of all thin, who ſaid to | 
_— Jan the God of Abrabam, &c. 
Whence it demonſtratively follows, that in 
Juſtin's Opinion, it could not be the Supreme 
God-who ſpoke thoſe Words. Which is ſtill 
more evident from the Deſcription! of him 
following, vis. that it i He who miniſters to 
the Mill of this Maker of all things, And 
had it been the Supreme God, faith Jain, it 
world follow, that the Author and Father of 
all things muſt haut left the higheſt Heavens, 
and' appeared in a' little part of the Earth; 
which no Man of the leaſt Senſe can admit 
of. And yet this in Juſtin M.'s Judgment, 


ibid. 


Lora, 


en 
Lord, who rained Fire and Brimſtone from the 
Lord in Heaven, Let then one who hath (as 
Juſtin ſpeaks) mr wingir roy, the leaſt Grain of 
Senſe, judge whether He of whom he thus 
ſpeaks, could be the ſame in Eſenxce, with 
Him, whom he calls ; mari; 76y Le x) ade, the 
Maker and Father of all things, and the Su- 
r-celeſtial God, and gwhom to be the God 
(#43 ſpoken of, he ſuppoſes in the Nature of 
the Thing to be abſurd and fooliſh; 
You go on, and interpret theſe Words of 
Juſtin thus, He was not the Maker of all 
things, i. e. He was not God the Father, i. e. in 
our Senſe, He was not one in Perſon with the 
ather, but zz Eſexce only: than which Inter- 
preta tion nothing can be more vidiculous, or 
more repugnart to the —— Words of Juſt. 
| 5 % the whole 7 5 id of his Arguments. 
Juſtin M. you ſay, goes on to prove 
An. ). 50.5 t ri | roy” to "Moſes in the Buſh, » but 
be only, who is calPd an Angel, and is really 
God, namely, Chriſt the Son of God. And is 
not this ſufficient Evidence that he could nor 
be the /ame God in Eſſence with the Father? 
I cannot but ſet down the Teſtimony of 'Ne- 
val ian; God forbid, ſaith he, that God the Fa- 
ther ſhoulbe called an Angel, leaſt he ſhould 
be ſubject to another, whoſe Angel he is. We 
therefore ought to underſtand this of the Son | V 
of God, who is Patri ſubditus, ſubject to the 
Father, and the Annunciator of his Father's | ! 
e 


« 


(151 ) 
The fix Biſhops of Aztioch fay, it is impi- 
ous to" think that He who is God over all, 
ſhould be called an Angel. And Enſebius often 
faith the ame thing. For, ib. 5. c. 9. ſpeak- 
ing of . | — _ an Angel « 
God, he faith, he could not be a proper Angel. 
becauſe be is alſo called God 4 Lord And 
2dly. He adds, that it could not be the Father, 
becauſe x way, it is not pious, to ſay that 
1 Jer, the divine Nature of the Father was 
changed into, or appeared in, the Shape ang 
Figure of a Man. It remains therefvre 
that we confeſs that it was the Word of 
God; who thus appeared. And this in 
Senſe he repeats, c. 11. This alſo will 
be further evident from the Works he af 
cribes to this Angel; and the Reaſons he gives, 
why he was called an gel, viz. becauſe he 
revealed to Men thoſe thnigs which the Father 
of all things would have him reveal. That he 
was ſubject and ſubſervient to the Commands 
and M. al of the Father, ſo that he never ſpake 
er dig, but what the Father of all things would 
bave him ſpeak or do. 
| To this you anſwer, 1. That had juſt in 4. p. 59. 
* aſſerted Chriſt to be God by the Ml of the 
Father, it might be underſtood in a good 
J Senfe. But, you ſay, you have before ob- 
„ ſerved that Fuftin does nut fay ſo much.“ 
I Whereas, to what you had obſerved I have gi- 
; 


ven a full Anſwer m my ſecond Parc, where 
have treated of the Subordination of — 
EA n 
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| C x52 ) 
Son to the Father. And whereas you go on, 

zid. and, fay, What F it pleaſed the ſecond Perſor 
of the Bleſſed Trinity to tranſact all Matters 
between God the Father aud Mankind ? This 
Anſwer is rigdiculauſly abſurd. For a Perſon 
who is of the ſame numerical with 

the Father, can have no other Wil}, but the 
Will of the Father; and being, as you con- 
ſeſs, not oaly one in Nature and Eſſence, but 

alſo in Energy and Operation with him, he can 

do nothing but by the Operation of the Fa- 
ther; and therefore can tranſact no Matter, 

bur what the Father by the ſame Wil) and 
Operation doth tranſact. You ſay, that Fu- 
ſtin no where ſays of Chriſt, that he does no- 
thing of his. own Power; but if you: pleaſe 


to look into my Diſquiſit ions, P. 29, 30, 31. 


you'll find this fully proved. | | 
I had obſerved that you were guiity of an 
egregious Piece of Sophiſtry in ſaying, that 
reh, p. on Perſon (in the: Bleſſed Trinity) cannot be 
- delegate to another, without: being unequal 
in Nature to him: which, ſay you, would 
ein prove that one Man cannat be delegate to ans 
ther Man. Now to convince you that this v 
plain Sophiſtry, we will put it into Syllogiſm, 
and it runs thus. If one Man, whois dif- 
ferent in Eſſence from another, may be dele- 
gate to another, then one divine Perſon, who 
14 nat different, but one and the ſame in Eb 
ſence, may be delegate to another. Sei ve 
rum prius. Ergo, Now here the Medius Ter. 
08 minus 
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minus is "plainly double, viz. One Perſon of 
a different Eſſence, and one Perſon of the ſame 
Eſence: And ſo the Syllogiſin is ſophiſtical and 
conſiſts of four Terms. Mee? 
And again, premiſing only this, that no 
Man can be. delegate to another, who is not his 
Subject, or under his Power; ſince par in parem 
non habet pote ſtatem, but is equal to him: The 
Syllogiſm again runs thus. If one Man who 
is ſubje& to another, may be delegate to ano- 
ther, to whom he is ſubje& ; Then the divine 
Perſons, - who are coequal, and not ſubject to 
each ether, may be delegate to one another, 
Here again is another Sophiſtical Syllogiſm: 
And is indeed the very Fallacy ſtiled by the Lo- 
gicians, g d ., i. e. the Tranſition 
from a thing of one kind, to a thing of a dif- 
n fe erent kind. p | 
t Whereas you endeavour to elude this by ſay- ant. 7.605 
e | ing, that by my own Confeſſion it is manifeſt, that 
ai meerly from Delegation, no Argument can be 
df drawn to Inferiority of Nature: which' was 
» | the Point you was upm,—you muſt give me 
is | leave to ſay, that this is utrerly falſe. For 
u, your Words are plainly theſe ; that to ſay one 
fl * Perſon (in the Divine Trinity) cannot be de- 
e- | © legate to another, would prove that one Man 
- cannot be delegate to another. Which is 
e 
7 
2 


the Sophiſtry I charged you with, and have 
now more fully proved upon you. 
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I ſhall conclude this | Argument in the Words 

of a modern Author concerning the Trinity. 

Though dclegated. Power does not prove an 

6 Inferiority of Nature in Man, yet it neceſ- 

* farily does this in God, becauſe Nature and 
Power are the ſame in God. 

auſ. 5.34. You argue thus, To theſe Teſtimonies I 

ball fubjoin one more out of Juſtin's firſt Apo- 

? „ lopy which in Engliſh runs thus. Now 

425 was ſaid to Moſes out of the Buſh, I, am 

the Iam, the God of Ar abam, &c. denores that 

Hen, tho' dead, are ſtill i in being, and are 

Men of Chriſt imſelf. Who would not 

admire, at your Confidence in citing of theſe 

Words, which are fo full and clear againſt you 

in both your Aſſertiogs, as I have already ful- 

ly proved in the laft Sea. of my lecond 

Part? 

1/7. That it was Chriſt, the Angel, and the 
Meſſenger of God; the Word, and the Son of 
the Father, who ſpoke to Moſes out of the 
Buſh, is there Novel, If then God the Father 
cannot be his own Angel, his own Meſſenger, 
his own Word, his own Son, it neceſſarily fol- . 
lows that he who ſpoke to Moſes, and ſaid, Iam | 
the I am, the God of Ae. Oe. could not 8 
be 7 be Supreme God. And, q 
l 24h. That it was 2 great Miſtake in the b 

ews, as it is in you, to think the Father and |} | 

rd of all things, tq have ſpoken to Moſes; r 
whereas it was 57 Sen, who alſo is called an FI . 

Angel p 
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4 and an Apoſtle... And it is an 8 
that they miſtook theſe Paſſages, becauſe they 
repreſent what was ſpoken by the Son, as ſpo- 
ken by the Father : Whereas the Son alſo is 
ſtiled God, not becauſe of his numerical Uni- 
ty in Eſſence with the F ather, but becauſe he 
is the Word and Firſt Begotten of the Fa- 
ther: 
But you are alſo deſired to remember thoſe 

Five Arguments which I told you ſhould be 
remembred; when we came to diſcourſe of the 
Opinion of Juſtin M. And if it be not evident 
from theſe things that Fa ſtin M. undertook to 
prove, not only that the rophetick Writers ſpoke 
of another Perſon, but alſo of *. anhot ber 
who is God beſides the Father of all 8 I de- 
ſpair of ever proving any thing of that Nature, 
Dr Vs Hypotheſis — 42 him to aſſert that, 

as all- the Three Perſons have but one Eſſence, 

or Being, they are but One in Nature, Know- 
ledge, Will, Glory, Power, and Operation. 

Whereas thoſe foe Propoſitions fully prove, 
that if the Father and Son, were one in E(- 
ſence, and only different in Perſonality, the 
Son could have no other intelligent Agency 
than that of the Father; could do no Action, 
but what the Father did; could receive no 
Power from the Father; could not be ſent by 
the Father, or be obedient to him; all which, 
according to the Teſtimony of Juſtin M. here 


produced, he plainly was. 
U To 
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To proceed now to what remains on this 
Head. To your Attempt to prove that Chriſt is 
ConſubRantial with the Father, becauſe he is ſaid 


to proceed, or be begotten, in , To what I have 
already anſwered T ſhall only further add, that 


p- 358. 


St Paul ſays, that all things are, #543. 1 Cor. xi. 
x2. which ſurely do not ſignify that they pro- 
ceed from, and are of One Subſtance with God, 

Another Argument is deduced by You from 
theſe Words of Juſtin M. that this Virtue 
was generated from the Father by his Power 
and Will, «le , not by Abſciſſon. * vaus- 
peeing as 1% rats di, as if the Subſtance of the 
Son was divided from the Subſtance of the Fa. 
ther. Whence you infer that the Son was gene- 


rated from the Subſtance of the Father, without 


any Separation of his Sabſtance from Him; 
which beſides the Impoſiibility of the thing, 
is plainly contrary to the Words of Juſtin 
twice repeated. For in the 1ff. place, p. 284. 
this Wraps deri, Or rational Power, is ſaid to be 
begotten, not by a neceſſary Emanation, «x 
is ef 0g; 21x04, but from the Will of the Father. 
And in the 24, Place, p. 358. he adds, that he 
was thus generated d & 695 irs, by bis Pom. 

er and Will 
ad. P. 284. He repreſents the Perſon thus 
generated as one d, ſubſervient to the ſu: 
per- cœleſtial God: Whereas tis evident that 
one and the ſame "Subſtance cannot be ſubſervi- 
ent to itſelf. And this he very frequently 
| | doth 


_——_ 9 
one (AT 3 : 
doth in other places, ſaying, pag. 354. that 
be appeared to Jacob as a Man, tcm, mini- 
ſtring to the Will of the Father but was a 
God, as. being begotten before all Creatures. 
And p. 356. That he who was the God that 


appeared to Abraham, Iſaac, and Jacob, was, 
Um T9 Tales » xuehy. rer - g vnnerir Ty Buljy awry, 


ſubordinate to bis Father and Lord, and ſubſer- 
vient to his Will. And in the very Page be fore 


thoſe Words cited by you, he adds in expreſs 
Contradiction to your Sentiments, that neither 
Abraham, Iſaas, or Jacob, or any other Man, 
ever ſaw the ineffable Father and Lord of all 
things, and 75 his Cbriſt; but bim (only) who 
according to his Will was alſo God bis Son, and 
likewiſe an Angel as, n. T5 dh avs, mi- 


niſtring to this Will, whoſe God and Son be 


war. And this, ſaith he, is teflified by the 
Scriptures,” p. 284. 3565. | 


34ly, He plainly aſcribes this Opinion, 
which youmaintain, To ſome whom He con- 
demns . in theſe precedent Words: there are 
thoſe which lay, Thr drapun Thur rd wares arwure g 
exp uuf that this Virtue was indiviſible 
and inſeparable from the Father; and therefore 
Juſtin cannot mean the ſame thing, when he is 
delivering his own Opinion in Oppoſition to 
Them. The true Senſe therefore of Ju is, 
that this Virtue was Begotten of the Father, 
not by Ab ſciſſon, in ſuch Senſe that what is di- 


vided, or ſeparated from the Subſtance of the 


Father, 
1. 
Fg 
4 
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Father is in Reality a Diminution ofthe Father's 
Subſtance, This the following Words of Juſtin 
prove, to wit, 41 it.is in all other things which are 
divided and cult off they are not the ſame before they 
were divided and cut off. By which he evidently 
means, that the Father had not Ioſt his rational 
Power by Generation of a Son. Juſtin oouh thus 
interpret them himſelf, p. 284, by theſe two 
Examples, 1/?. By ſaying, that ſuch a Gene- 
ration, we, in fome Meats. perceive in our 
felves, re vat rms c, nyo Nash, for we 
by emitting a word from us, beget a word, not 
by Abſeiſion, ſo as to diminiſhour Power or Facul- 
ty of ſpeaking, another Word. And 2dly. from the 
Inſtance of a Torch, which lights another Torch 
without diminiſbing its Power of lighting a 2 
Torch. And this Tatian ſaith more fully, not on- 
Iy by the two Similifudes now mention d, of 4 
Mord proceed ing from us, and a Torch lighting ano- 
ther Torch, without Diminution of its Light; 
but alfo from the precedent Words, in which he 
faith, that the Father was alone before the 
Worll was made, as being then alone exiſtent : 
And that, all things were with Him by Virtue 
of his Power of producing all things, and 
Os derade One puter, ade 5, 6 , 4 5 i earl; biene, 


the Word himſelf ſubſiſted in Him by Virtue of 


bit rational Power to produce him: And that he 
proceeded from Him, not b Neceſſy of Na- 
ture, but S vf new, By the Will of the Fa- 
tber; not making the Father, by producing 

my is 
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is Son, empty of his rational Power in th 

ay yon, And this is e 
the Meaning of Tertullian, in ſaying, that the 
Father was alone uſque ad Filii generationem, 
ill the Generation of the Son, cogitatu non 
effectu, in Deſignation only, but not in Efes 
or au Produftion, 5 1 


1 * _— ” w ” **» 
« = ». - % 0 


SECT. m. 


HAT remains ſtill to be conſidered. 
is ſo mean and trivial, and ſo little 
concerns the Argument we are upon, that it 
deſerves nat many Words. For 1/f, What 
you ſay from pag. 25 to 28, I have already 
hy anſwered. 
0 


ur firſt Charge is, that * I falſely quote aucy,a2- 


© a Paſſage in Polycarp's Doxology.* And pag. 25. 
46. you find Fault with my 122 Account 
of the antient Doxologies. To this I reply, 
that in my Anſwer to Bp. Bull's Argument, I 
have declared, that there is no Force in it, in 
what Words ſoever it was pronounced. Becauſe 
we may glorifie God the Father for what 
Things He hath done for us; and God the 
Son, e «vs, for what He hath done for us; 
and the H. Ghoſt for what He hath done in, 
and for, us; without affirming, that They 
are all of equal Dignity, Eſſence and . 
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I have further ſaid, p. 23. that the Fathers of 
the 1/7, and 2d. Century never uſed that Form 
of Doxology, which is called Catbolick : adding 
in my Reply, that I acknowledge my Account 
78 this Matter imperfect, becauſe it wanted the 
f oxologies of St. Paul and St. Jude. To this 
4rſ. p. 47 you pleaſantly anſwer, that we are not talking 
F Scripture-Doxologies, bu: of thoſe which 
are to be wet with in the Writings of the Fa- 
thers. As if the Doxologies of St. Paul and 
St. Jude were not to be reckoned among the 
Doxologies of the 1/# Century, expreſly men- 
©  tion'd by me. You further call it a © notorious 
#id. «© Untruth,” to ſay, that the Fathers of the ,, 
and 24, Century never uſed that Form of 

Doxology, which has been eſpecially called Ca- 

_ tholick ; which you attempt to prove from Po- 

harps, the Church of Smyrna's, and Clement 

Alexand. And all within the two firſt Cen- | 

! 


P. 19. 


turies. To this I have already reply'd thus: 
That the Words in Polycarp, and in the Church 
of Smjrng contain no ſuch Doxologies, as I 
denied to be in Uſe in the two firſt Centuries: B c 
They being not conceived in theſe Words, ! 
Glory be to the Father, and to the Son, and to 
the Holy Ghoſt. As for Clemens Alexand. he » 
is rather to be put in the Beginning of the L 
3d. Century, than in the Cloſe of the 2d. 
Nor do the Words you cite from him contain 
any thing like to the preſent Doxology. Ju- 9 
in M. in the Account he gives of the Doxo- J. 
8 logie 
2 x] - 
SIP 
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bogies in uſe in his Time, tells the Emperours 
that in their Oblations they lauded the Maler 
of all things, through his Son Jeſus Chriſt, and 
through the Holy Ghoſt, p. 98. And thus the 
Apoſtolical Conſtitutions teach all Chriſtians to 
worſhip the omnipotent God, thro' his beloved 
Son Jeſus Chriſt our Lord, & # is 75 Hr & . 
pars xal dais, by whom Glory be to God in Spirit 
and in Truth. lib. 4. c. 5. and lib. 6. c. 14. he 
does in effe& repeat the ſame thing. Now are 
we from ſuch Teſtimonies as theſe to gather 
the Practiſe of the Church? Or are we to ga- 


ther it from the Expreſſions of /ingle Aut horr, 
which ſay nothing of that PraQiſe ? 


As for the Words «» «75 upon which you auf. 0 


lay ſuch Streſs, I have now ſhewn that there is 
no Strength of Argument in them, were 
they admitted to be the true Reading: Be- 
cauſe Polycarp might give Thanks, both to the 
Father and the Son, for the Bleſſings which 
he had received from them Both. 
 2dh. I put + inſtead of ν by the Authority 
of Euſebius, who ſo reads it, lib. 4. c. 15. p. 
133- And, 
2dly. As for the Change of i into 48 I 
was moved to do it from theſe Words of Bp 
Uſber on the Place: Prepoſitiones in bic Doxo- 
logis immutate leguntur apud Euſebium, & 5 in 
loco wit 5, quod in Arianorum — ſuſpicari 
quis poteſt, niſi & a ni Interprete ita locus 
fuiſſet redditus. Ulh, 8 p· — 
| 24, | 
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.2dly; You ſay, that you will not part with 
ache wr in the Citation from Atbenagoras, be- 


cauſe it is what we ſet à particular Note and 


Value upon: And again, It is a Phraſe which 


may expreſs the efficient Cauſe, and is not liable 


to the ſame Exceptions as df u As if you did 
not know that the efficient Cauſe was divided 
into cauſam Principalem and Inſtrumentalem; 
and that nothing is more frequent with the Au- 


te- nicene Fathers, than to ſay, that the Son 


was wü, deu, du,, & Deo Patri obedi- 
ens, ſubſervient, miniſtring and obedient to God 
the Father in the Production of the World. 
And therefore, . «7%, may ſignify, that all 
things were made, ab ipſo, as the miniſterial 


_ Cauſe, as well as . This is ſaid hy Ache- 


nagoras in the ſame Page, in theſe antecedent 
Words, that all things were made, i , from God 
the Father, M d ares xwyw, BY bis Word. Ac- 
cording to thoſe Words of Origen in his Comm, 
on St. John, pag. 56. All things were made 
Js 76 d, BY the Word, (as the miniſterial 
Cauſe) # i L, rot FROM the Word 
(as the principal Cauſe) 4x uw xxirloG- h 

. ae, &c. but of one greater and more 
excellent than the Word. who could He be 
but the Father? Which do exactly anſwer 
to, and expound the Senſe, of Athena- 
goras. . th” 
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24h. You proceed to Met hodius, who, ua p. 31. 
1 — 167 in the Paſſage cited by Bp. Bull, and 
by yourſer, proves the eternal Generation of the 0 
Son. Whereas you ſhould have confidered, 

1ſt. That Theodoret upon the Place expreſl 
faith, that no wiſe Man could apply theſe 
Words, Sue to the Divinity of our Lord 
Chriſt. And that Origen from thele Words, 
Thou art my Son, and, ask of me, infers that 
none can receive divine Gifts, who doth not ask 
them of God : And that therefore the Father 
admoniſhes our Saviour to ask them of Him, 
ſaying, Ark of me, and I will give, &c. Comm. 
in Job. p. 199. ; | 

2dly, Whereas you ſay theſe Words are a 
full and clear Proof of the eternal Generation, 
deny that they are any Proof of it at all. 
Put your Argument into Form, if you are 
able, and I will andertake to anſwer it. . 

34ly, Whereas you ſay, that this Paſſage is ie. 
as full and clear for tbe Conſubſtantiality and 
Coeternity of the Son as can be deſired. I de- 
ny it to be a Proof of either: Seeing neither 
of thoſe things follow from the Words 
Autres xl an, Which contain no Proof ei- 
ther of the Eternity or Conſubſtantiality of the 
Son with the Father. | | | 

athly. Whereas you deny, that the Argu- 
ments I produced from thafe Words of Mer 
dius, that the Father Willy . which is 
truly render'd a ar wit hour Beginning, 

| 2 ks 
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and that the Son is % u. — 2) Principi- 
um after the Father, (not =p», as you would 
have it render'd ) and that by 
underſtand that Wiſdom of which Solomon 
faith, The Lord created me the Beginning of 
bis Ways. Now theſe Words, . 6 amr 
without Beginning, and Unbegotten,aretheWords 
which the Ante-Nicene Writers conſtantly uſe 
to expreſs the Eternity of God the Father, 
by; as being Words not applicable to God the 
Son, as I have proved from the Teſtimonies of 
Ju uſtin M., Tatian, and others of the Antients ; 
pecially Clemens Alexand., who not only 
ſaith, that 2 in thoſe Words of Gen, + ami 
underſtood the Son of God, p. 644. Strom. 
lib. 6. But likewiſe, Strom. L 7. Pp. 700. calls 
God the Father — ae, and God the Son 
and the firſt Fruits of 


4% al dr the Begi 


; _— 
e gb f Solomon, The Lord, bre created me 


tbe. Beginning of bis. was, to inſinuate that 
Chriſt was a eat ies i aſſure you I never did 
| intend, nor 10 b any ſuch on 


all things; making the * to be before all time, 
and without Beginning, and the Son to be the Be- 

ginning of all things. Agreeably toNovatian, who 
puts theſe Diſtinctions between God the Father 
and the Son, The One natus, the other innatus ; 
the one genitus the other ingenitus. The one ſine 
Ori gine, the other baving 
is non ſiub ullo — 


a We may 


4 Beginning. The One 


aut ny 


Whereas 13 ſay J quote theſe 
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„ 
but only to confirm the Words of Metbodius, 
that he was 2 wer! e ee And whereas you 
add that the Word, rr, may be render'd | 
inted or conſtituted ;, you have conſi- 
der'd how plainly this confutes your Scheme. 
For if the Father and the Son be one and the 
{ame God, and the one Supreme God conjunct- 
im, how is it poſſible that the Son ſhould: be 
appointed or conſtituted by the Father the Be- 
ginning of his Ways, without appointing or 
conſtituting the Supreme God to be ſo?ꝰ Now 
ſure it muſt be very harſh to fay that the Su- 
preme God conſtituted the Supreme God the 
Beginning of his Ways. 
oreover, this Doctrine, which made it ſo 
peculiar to God the Father to be #1»@-4 . 
was ſo diſtaſteful to latter Ages, who had con- 
ceived new Sentiments concerning our Bleſſed 
Saviour, that Damaſcen oft prbnounces the Ge- 
neration of the Word to be 4xp"6; xal iapyis 
See J. 1. de fide Ort bod. P · 26. 31. 161. 


You enquire next, why I take ſuch particular ant. 5. 47. 
Not ice —.— quem, fits ?1 — be- M 
cauſe it was the Father, (lay both the Scrip- 
ture and the primitive Writers,) 1 4 = mire 
from whom are all things, and the Son = mii, 
by whom are all things. And that the World 
was not made, i i or, n r . AY dre. 
FROM the Word, byt'BY the Word: 3 

4 | Mato c 
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that the Particle [] ſigniſies Sub ſerviency; 

' to all which you are pleaſed to ſay nothing. 
Anſ. 5. 44. To _ Charge concerning St. Ball, 
I replied, that according to his Words, the 
Sabellian Doctrine, i. e. the , Was 
corrected by the Word conſubſtantial, which is 
render'd in the Nicene Creed, of one Subſtance. 

For the ſame thing is not u, or conſub- 
ſtantial co it ſelf, but one Subſtance to another; 
whence nothing can be more evident, than that 

St. Bafil ſpeaks of Unity of Subſtance, which 

was the thing to be proved. * 
As for the Words cited from Athanaſius, I 

ſhall have no more Concern about them, till 

you demonſtrate they do not prove what I in- 

tended to prove by them. 

Anſ. 5. 4. The next Thing you charge me with, is 
rendring + d ſpurious, tho that be not the 
Senſe of , as it lies in. Euſebius. To 
which I anſwer, that I did not interpret theſe 
VVords of Euſebius at all, as is evident to eve- | 
Man's Eye, that can read and underſtand : 
My VVords being only theſe, quod Epiſtolam | 
banc Euſebius „ poſuit. To this you an- 
ſwer that p. 19th. of my Diſq. I declare that 
Barnabas's Epiſtle was by the Antients held 
for ſpurious. And you defie me to ſhew what 
Antients reckoned this Epiſtle ſpurious. To 
this I anſwer, that if I had interpreted thoſe 


a — „0 * 1 1 


VVords,' + , pen, I had done nothing 
but what Cotelerius* had done before me. 
| we | Fo 
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For in his Notes upon this Epiſtle, he ſaith, 
Epi ftolam (Barnabæ) collocat inter  libros ſpu- 
rios, ſeeming to ſuſpect the Deceipt in attribu- 
ting it to Barnabas; adding that the Title 
might bear the Name of the true Author, or 
a falſe one. And Cotelerius himſelf looks up- 
on it as incredible, that ſuch an Epiſtle ſhould 
be written by an inſpired Apoſtle; and that, 
by St Auſtin's Argument, it ought to be reje&- 
ed as not received by the Church, but long 
ſince reputed Apocrypbal; Now Apocrypbal 
Books (faith St. Ferom. Ep. 7. ad Lætam.) 
are not the Books of thoſe: whoſe Titles they 
bear. The Diviſion of the Books Canonical 
and Apocryphal in St. Gregory Naz. is of 
Divine and Genuine, and of falſe Inſcription, 
and not Genuine : and in Innocentius, of thoſe 
received into the Canon, and of thoſe that are 
to be rejected. And p. 9. Cotelerius adds, 
that it is counted by Euſebius as doubtful 
and ſpurious, And the Synapfer, attributed 
to Athanaſius, places it among the Books which 
are rather Apocryphal, i w i, than wor- 
by to be read. | 


You quarrel with me next about a Paſſage AnC. p. 63; 


in Athenagoras, which, ſay you, is of  irreſ6/fi 
ble Force — the 3 Now put = 
Argument into Form, and ſee if you can 
make any Advantage from it, to prove either 
the Conſub/tantiality, "ag Cpeternity, of the Son 
with the Father; and then ll undertake - 

a” ther 
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ther to give you a juſt Anſwer, or confeſs my 


_ "Miſtake about it. Here only obſerve. by the 
Way that you-yourſelf have been guilty of a 


very great Fraud in citing this very Paſſage, 


10. 1. 566 warp; xa} ws, Gg. concealing under 


that &. the following Words, wm «a dds 
ufer which gives us the true Interpretation 
of them, as I have fully ſhewn in my 24 Part, 


Section the laſt. - 


anſ. 3.70, The next Charge is, that I pretended falſh, 


Zh, 


f ibid. 


that Bp. Bull bad not ſbemn, that the Fathers 
of the 2d. Century reſolved the Unity into the 
ame Principle witch the Nicene Fathers. 'This, 
you ſay, the Bp. had done, Sect. 4. chap. 4. 
To this I replied, that what the Bp. has done 
in that Sed. is fully anſwered and refuted by 
me, 'Diſq. Mod. p. 197, 198. You fay that 
in thoſe Places you can ſee nothing like it, ex- 
cept it be my Fancy or Fiction, that the Ante- 
Nicene Fathers, when they ſpeak of the 35y0- 
as exiſting in the Father before bis coming 
forth, mean it of an Attribute only, and no- 
thing. real. Whereas in the forecited places, 
I run over all the Ante. nicene Fathers mentio- 
ned by him in that Sec. and Chap. and ſhew 
1/4. that Hippohtus, ans; jb Alexand. and 
Origen in his Epiſtle tothe Romans are undoubr- 


edly ſpurious. Novatian expreſſy denies the 
Son to be equal with the Father. That Origen, 
in the Place cited by the Bp, ſays many things, 

which entirely overthrow the Bp's Sentiments, 
; | 2 | N as 
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as is there proved from his Words. And f. 
ly, I give a ſufficient Anſwer to the Teſtimony 
of Atbenagoras : To all which | you are plealed 


to ſay nothing. 
Tou charge me next with the Revival of an Auf. 275 


old Objection, which Bp. Bull had ingenu- 
ouſly ſet forth in its full Force, and as fully 
anſwer d. To this I replied that I have fully 
confuted Dif 33 * I of the Bp's 
_ in iny Diſſertation ript. Interp. pag. 3 t, 
And: alſo in my Diſq. Mod. —4 — 87, 88: 
fir Objection in my. Diſertation. was 
this "that Juſtin ſpeaks expreſly and frequently 
of another who is, 7 is called God ; whereas 
this; Appearance under human Form would not 
make him wry oo, OW Father. To A 
which you reply, that if the Logos appeared An. 5. 73. 
in 1 Hite Manner or Form, and W Tr. 
ther never appeared in any Manner or Form, the 
Logos is nor the Father, which was the thing 
to be proved. Whereas the thing that Juſtine 
ed to prove was, That,  ayorr@- xat 
br. bs the unbegotten and ineffable GO as 
Kh appeared to any: and. that the L 
was not only another Perſon, but - N 7. 
reg D · bes another diſtint# Yus, from the God 
that made all things. To which 1s added 
that no Reaſon will 9 that a:yimros Ns, 
dre. del Js, the wnb . W 


Efes of God ſhould be thanged inte 
Form : And hence rn .that — who 
1 e thus 
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_ things, and bis Was; vm not 
but dun antial. 
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thus appeared muſt be the Logos only, that is, 
muſt be one whoſe Eſſence was nat n 
but capable of fo appearing. 

To my ſecond = that atcording to 


the Divine Na- 
ture f Chriſt unt. in Spent ha he appeared 


n Earth, you anſwer who dowbrs it ? Whereas 
according to Juſtin this Difference is put, © be- 
twi xt he tbat rained Fire and Brim. 
* - fone upon Sodom, and the Lord, that always 

remains in Hetven, that the one . 


Barth, and that the other remains in the ſu- 


verge Heavens. And that it was the 
bet 4bfurdity to; think that the Father and 
6. Maker of all things ſbauld leave Heaven, and 

appear in à ſmall Part of the Earth, as the 


ſtinction betwixt God the Father, and the Son; 
that Gad the Father of all, is comprehended 
r yn no place; but bis. Word, who "is: alſo God, 
repreſenting” the Perſon of the Father, came 

© int Paradiſe, and ſpoke with Adam. This 
© God, faith he, when the Father of all things 
© pleaſes, he ſends into a place, in which place, 
© ke ts both ſeen and heard. Which Teſtimo- 
nies plainly ſhew, that, in their Judgment, 
the Diſtindion between the: Par ber of all 


"Py, gene. 


Muy third A <6. Thar thoſe who ſay 
it is en, to — "a the unbegotten _ 
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the Fitter and Maker of alt things, and who 
always teſides in Heaven, fuch things as they 
think juſt to aleribe to God the Son, 
Theſe plainly ſeem to make the Son in theſe 


"things really different from God the Father. 


To this Effect are theſe remarkable Words of 
Tertullian, How abſurd is it to ſay that That 
© omnipotent and inviſible God, whom no Man 
* hath or can ſee, that He who is the moſt 
-* High-God, ſhould walk in” Paradiſe {ecking 
upon Noab, refreſh - 
© ing himſelf with Abrabam under an 'Oak, 
© calli ing to Moſes out of 1 Buſh, 'and 
* appearing in the Furnace of Babylon: Seeing 


© theſe things would ſcarce 22 been belie- 
ved of the sg ef God, 


d they not been 
< written, and perhaps would not 2 been be- 
« lJieved of the Father, the moſt High God, 
© tho* they had been written. To this you 


* © anſwer, that They choupht of no more Difſer- 


* ence than this, that one was a Father, the 
* other a Son; and that one was to be Incarnate, 


© the other not. Which is fo far from be- 
ing a true Anſwer to the Words cited by me, 
that every judicious Reader muſt ſee, that they 


are incapable of ſuch an Interpretation. © 
Laſtly, The Argument propounded in my 


Diſſ. remzins ſtill in its full Strength, being 
this, EA quam clare hi Patres Deum Filium 


* a Deo totius UR göſtinguunt, «= 
in  terris Donkin nem 1 uam 
Yo. exercendi 
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* exercendi judicium,. Sodomitas, a Domino in 


* ceelis accepiſſe; dicuntque ei nomen illud in 
£ Scripturis tribui, quod Deo univerſi impium 
plane eſſet aſeribere? Which ſure it could 
not be impious to aſcribe to him who was the 
ſame Supreme God with the Father, as to his 
Eſſence. Moreover, Oeconomia que Filium 
patri ſubditum, ei miniſtrantem, ejus mandata 
exequentem, Voluntatem implentem, non 
« poteſt intelligi de eadem numero eſſentia, 
eadem voluntate, dignitate, potentia, & dei- 
< tate prædita, Actiones enim non ſunt Perſo. 
\ nalitatum, ſed Eſſentiarum; nec poteſt is al- 
« texius. voluntatem 1mplere, qui non habet al- 
teram ab eo voluntatem. Cum juxta Horum 
Patrum Sententiam, qui mandat, alteri cui- 
dam mandat; & qui poteſtatem ab altero ac- 
* cipit, alius eſt ab co a quo accipit; Cum jux- 


« ta Tertullianum, alius eſt qui mittit, alius 


qui miſſus eſt; & ſecundum Novatianum, 
nec Pater poteſt dici miſſus, ne ſubditus alte- 
« ri Deo, dum mittitur, probaretur. 


* 


Juou charge me next with ng 4. bad Art 
to ſerve a bad Cauſe, which I bleſs God I ne- 
ver did in my whole Life. My Apology in 
' Anſwer to your Accuſation is, that I cited Ju- 
ſtin's Words as far as they were for my Purpoſe, 
and you yourſelf own that I am not to be bla- 
med for omitting what was not to my Purpoſe. 
Now my Prypoſe there, was expreſly. this, to 
prove from Juſtin s. Moda, that chan en 
| „ ec Ailtin- 
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diſtinguiſh'd, from the Father and Maker of 
all things; and this I argue from this Head, that 
he was ſubſervient to his Father's Will, as the 
Words cited fully prove, be 91a, ud duty xaTa 


g aute, who is God, even his Son, according to 


bis Mill. Which Words fully prove all that 
I produced them to prove. Lou ask what Rea- 
ſon I could have to add that he was alſo ſtiled 
an Angel? I reply that it is more than I need- 
ed to have cited, and more than I did cite from 
the Greek; but yet not more than was perti- 
nent, becauſe in the Judgment of all the An- 
te · nicene Fathers, it was an abſurd and impi- 
ous thing, to call the unbegotten and ſupreme 
God an Angel. And Juſtin himſelf. ſpeaks 


thus p. 280. that Moles ftiled the God wwo 


appeared to the Patriarch, uigi g xai d, 
Lord and Angel from whence you may know. him 
to be varneTrys one who we ae to the Father 
of all things; and ſure the Father of all things 
cannot miniſter to himſelf. | 

You indeed are pleaſed here to ſay, that the 
Meaning of Juſtin's Words can be no other 
than this; that it pleaſed God, that he who 
was already God, as God's Son, ſhould not only 
be God, but an Angel alſo: And that it was 


God's good Pleaſure, that he ſhould be both : 


which is flatly contradicting the Doctrine of 
the Ante-Nicene Fathers, who ſay, He could 
not be the Supreme "God, who was called an 
Angel; And that to ſtilè bim an Angel, b 

| + — 88 


ibid. 


n 
render him fubje& to that God whoſe Angel 
he was. And 'tis repugnant to the Words now 
cited from © Juſtin M. The very Account he 
ves us why he was called an Angel, proves 
e could not be both God the Maker of all 
things, and bis Angel; becauſe faith, he, he is 
. Therefore ſtiled an Angel, becauſe he is the Re- 
vealer of the Will, Ts nr Tay wn, of the 
Maker of all things, to Men. Now it is impoſ- 
ſible that the ame Being ſhould be both the 
Maker of all things, and the Delegate of the Ma. 
ker of all Things, to reveal his Will to Men. 
Tou ſay, the Meaning of the Paſſage is not, 
that Chriſt is God by the Will of the Father; 
but that it pleaſed God that his Son, who wa: 
God already, as God's Son, ſhould be an Angel 
alſo. But the Words of Tuſtin M. plainly 
ſhew, that he thought him to be God, and his 
Son, according to bis Father's Will; zatdPeNy 
Dy extins, fo; d this being the natural Inter- 
pretation of the Words cited by me: Which are | 
alſo confirmed from the like Words of Juſſ in 
in the ſame Dialogue, where he is ſtiled not 
only Dominus Virtutum, x r Yiapa TI wa- 
Te according to the Will of the Father; but 
-alſo, ao T8 wares Jurape cvrs x Burj Te 
Jew, ro ne foreh from the Father by bit 
POWER and WILL. Which Sentence, and 
which Places, I.haye in this 2d. Part fully 
vindicated. from Jhureve/ive Deſcants. 
5 ' * Te | 2 3 2 * | 
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Vou call upon me next to explain ny Men- 
ing, and to let us know dift 2 » what there is 
fed 


in tbe Doctrine of the ever Trinity, 70 
giue me ſuch Gre, * to raiſe my Leal 4 
gainſt it. To which Nunſwer 1280 [ have no 
Zeal againſt, but a true Reverence or the 
Seripture· Doctrine of the Bleſſed Trinity. 
My Zeal is onl againſt your falſe Repreſen- 
tations of that Dofrine, and of this you may 
ſee more Reaſons alleged i in the 24, Part, than 
you'will be able to anſwer, 

Laſtly. you add, that you took Notice of my 
ſophiſtical Way of Reaſoning againſt the Belief 
of Myſteries, or Matters jr Comprehenſion ; 
and that to this I anſwer nothing. " he Rea- 
ſon indeed was, becauſe I had long before pub- 
liſned a Sermon upon that Subject, to which 
you had been pleaſed to ſay nothing, and 
which was then reprinting, And to ſhew you 
that I am not afraid of any Sophiftry you can 
charge upon it, I do here reproduce it. 

We ma underſtand in what Senſe it may 
be truly ſaid that any Doctrine is a Myſtery. 
For, if by that Word, they who ſpeak to us, 
6 only intend to lignify, that *tis 1mperceptible 
© or inconceivable as to the Manner how it is, 
( „ this ! is only to tell me, that the Manner How 

is not revealed, and ſo can be no Object of 
divine Faith. Ang in this Senſe to ſay, 
* Chriſtianity is not , that is, it hath 
1 rocking NR 4, $0 the Manner 


* how 
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how it is, is inconceivable, is a great Miſt- 
ake. Thus v. g. that God is omnifeient; 
omnipreſent, and that He will raiſe the Dead, 
we are obliged ſtedfaſtly to believe; becauſe 
God hath plainly revealed theſe Things to our 
Underſtandings. But how a Spirit is every 
where preſent, how God knows future Con- 
tingencies, or hom he will raiſe the Dead, 
we neither are, nor can we be, obliged to 
believe; becauſe this is not revealed to us. 
So that ,where our Underſtanding faileth, 


or is non- plus d, our Faith is not required. 


But if Men intend by theſe Words to ſigni- 
fy, that the Article, which is the Object of 
my Faith is inconceivable; or that I cannot 
underſtand it, as far as it is revealed; they 
talk abſurdly, requiring Me to believe I 
know not what, and to do this, I know not 
why. Since I can paſs no Judgment of the 
Truth or Falſehood of the Thing, which I 
cannot perceive or underſtand. And there- 
fore, in this Senſe ro ſay, that any Article 
of Chriſtian Faith is myſterious, or that it is 
unintelligible by human Underſtanding, muſt 


pe falſe. And indeed the true Import of the 


Word, Myſtery, muſt be this; That it is a 
thing concealed from, or not made known to 
them, to whom it is a Myſtery. - It is origi- 
nally derived from Hebrew Word Miftor 
or Miſtur, whichfianifies a thing hidden or 


* conceaPd, It is,” layall the Grammarians, 
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* which Men keep cloſe, 44 


FD 
Writers on this Subje, that 


* 


2 


kegeln, 


and not declare to any on. For they who 
vere initiated into the Heatheti Myſteries, 
* were to ſtop their Mouths, and to diſcloſe | 
the ſecret to none. So Petronius, Euſftachius, 
* Hefjcbius, the Scholiaft upon Ariſtophanes, ' 
* Etymologicon Mega, Coelius Rhodoginus, Sui- 
* das and Phavorinus. © And this Import it 


* conſtantly 


bears in the Language 


of Holy - 


« Scripture. $o it is there fix times uſed by 
Daniel, in his Interpretation of Nebucchad. 
* neZzar's Dream, ſaying there is a God, - 
* AuaTay phe, revealing Secrets. So it is uſed 


© by. St, Paul, ſayin 
© unknown Tougue, # 


e that ſpeaketh in an 
peaketh Myſteries, that is, 


Things which no Man underſtandeth. To tell, 
« or ſhew a Myſtery, is to tell or ſhew a thing, of 
* which they, to whotm it is told, were ignorant 
before. As in theſe Words, Bretbren, I 
* would not have you ignorant of this Myſtery. 
And again, Beloved I ſhewws you a Myſtery. 
Rom. xi. 15. 1 Cor. xv. 17. 7h 

* To ſpeak a Myſtery, is to ſpeak a thing 
not known before, as when 'tis ſaid, This is 
4 great Myſtery ; but J ſpe! of Chriſt, and bis 


h. And when a 


Iyſtery is reveal'd, or 


made known, it ceaſeth to be a Myſtery. 
And in this Senſe he pe is the Wiſdom 
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* faith Theodoret,, 


befors it 
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becauſe it was fo, 


revealed to the 
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© revealed. ; The Miniſters of the Goſpel, are 
the Dl nfers of theſe My/teries ;..and = 
do declare to others, the . feeries of God, 
The preaching of the Goſpel, is the Revela- 
tion bY tbe Myſtery hid from 1 many Ages, but 
© now made. manifeſt to the Saints; And by 
* theirpreaching of it, they are ſaid toenlight- 
+ en all Men with, the i of it. 1 


— . ———̃§ atm tata af 


H * the. Spiris . Phe: Myſtery 
2 mY the M e revealed to the 
ints. 7 be pe of Godlineſs, mention d 
7 Tri 36. is in every Part of it, there 


15 „ 


nale known the Myſtery of the Goſpel, Ephef. 

ili. 9. Colos. i. 26, is to manifeſt to the 
© Saints. the Myſtery hid from former Ages, 
v © $0 that baer ber is 2 Goſpel  Myſter is, 

Hur ig rag Copenn,. Mt lil, 3. Saru 
© Ver, 9. dyary] Nan „Cor. ii. 1. — 
c hνον made known, 25 ta light, declared, 
© made. manifet ; and ſo after 55 Reuglaticn 
© maſt ceaſe. to be a Myſtery. And. what is 
ſtill a M/tery to us, is not by Revelation 
from God made known or manifeſted. to u 
© and fo èan be no Article of our Faith. "A 
c This Answer you had read as appears fro 
your citing of it; and it T vr af 
Myſteries in your ſecond Senſe, in which you 
and therefore 
any thing de- 
"Paragraph. Lou cite alſo 


grant all that 1 ſay to be true 
could find no Exception mT, 
livered in this lag 


the iugenſous Af + ſtiled Phileleut berus Can- 
W ta. rigienfis 
i» , 15 
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tabrigienſis diſcourſing accurately upon this 
very Subject, and ſaying the ſame things that 
1 had done, in theſe Words. There are in- 
« deed many things made known to us by 
« the Chriſtian Revelation as being done, 
« or to be done, the Manner of doing which 
js not revealed. In this Caſe, the Thing it 
« ſelf is no Myſtery, but only the Manner of 
doing it. The Thing it ſelf is revealed, and 
therefore no Myſtery ; being no Myſtery, it 
may be underſtood, and therefore may be be- 
« lieved ; but the Manner of doing it, being 
© not revealed, is a Myſtery, and cannot be be- 
< lieved, © becauſe it cannot be underſtood. 
Whatever therefore is revealed, is ſo far only 
to be believed as it is revealed; for fo faronly 
it can be underſtood ; and for Men to make 
any Definitions further than any Point is 
revealed, i. e. further than it can be under- 
ſtood, and to require we ſhould believe that 
to be true which we cannot underſtand, is 
the Height of Abſurdity. : 

What follows was very worthy of your Con- 
ſideration, could you have anſwered it; but it 
was very diſcreetly ſuffered by you to paſs 
without an Anſwer : which is a tacit Confeſli- 
on that you could not anſwer it. 

Beſides, were all theſe Paſſages, which you 
except againſt, truly Mhepeeſentations or Miſ- 
quotations, tho' they might” prove Unfairneſs 
in me, yet they would dimuniſh nothing = 
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the Strength of the Arguments extracted from 
my Diſq. there being none of them refetr'd 
to in any of thoſe Arguments, and conſe- 
query their Strength remains in their full 

Orce. ' | ry 
Seeing then, in the 1/7. Section 1 have 
fully proved that you have yet ſaid may 
Anſwer to the ten Arguments extracted from 

my Books; and in the 2d. Section, not only 
that the three pretended Fallacies are falſly f 
called, but that, if they were truly what you 
call them, would afford no Anſwer to any-of 
thoſe Arguments: and in the 3d Section, that 
your pretended Miſrepreſentations and Miſcon- 
ſtruct ions, were they truly ſuch, would dimi- 
niſh nothing of. the Strength of thoſe Argu- 
ments, it plainly follows that you have done 
nothing to invalidate the Strength of thoſe 
Diſquiſitions. And ſo I reſt | 


Your Friend and Servant, i 


DANIEL WHITBY: 
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